ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING 
TO IRVING PERESS 











HEARING 


PERMANENT 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
UNITED STATES SENATE 


EIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 


PART 2 
MARCH 16, 1955 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Government Operations 


as 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1955 








COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN, Arkansas, Chairman 


HENRY M. JACKSON, Washington JOSEPH R. McCARTHY, Wisconsin 
JOHN F. KENNEDY, Massachusetts KARL E. MUNDT, South Dakota 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri MARGARET CHASE SMITH, Maine 
SAMUEL J. ERVIN, Jr., North Carolina NORRIS COTTON, New Hampshire 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Minnesota GEORGE H, BENDER, Ohio 
STROM THURMOND, South Carolina THOMAS E., MARTIN, Iowa 


Water L. REYNOLDS, Chief Clerk 





PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN, Arkansas, Chairman 


HENRY M. JACKSON, Washington JOSEPH R. McCARTHY, Wisconsin 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri KARL E. MUNDT, South Dakota 


SAMUEL J. ERVIN, Jz., North Carolina GEORGE H. BENDER, Ohio 
RopertT F. KENNEDY, Chief Counsel 
DONALD F’. O'DONNELL, Assistant Chief Counsel 
JAmeEs N, JULIANA, Chief Counsel to the Minority 


sores ae 








CONTENTS 


ADGURGR..< on phalkn <Uatehith <hihain - ee ees age rin int deer cencapanceres= 
Testimony of — 


,  Binnen nsec ckenaeccunscus onune sna Pies gota 
eR I Pa a. tins pe on nae seem potas Tee 
Peeee, Seen. CP, Sinha one's ooh do oda conve eeecesen-s. 
enna ee os a SoA eS SA ES... 
SG, BG. Gare a Ws a heh ah eee bs wen wobec ec cue 


EXHIBITS Intro- 


duced Appears 
. DA Form 71, Oath of Office, Military Personnel, signed by ©” page on page 


Irving Peress, October 15, MNEs bid ae tc 65 


. DD Form 398, Statement of Personal History, signed by Irving 


Peress, October BE RN NaN TN Gs | Nain sd Sek Sale Sheen m= Aiclios 67 


. DD Form 98, Loy alty Certificate for Personnel of the Armed 


Forces, signed by Irving Peress, October 28, 1952. DD Form 
98A, list of subversive organizations on Adjutant General’s 
a i Sie hk IR a Na as BK A aR il cist ANG Deno: asd ap scat di itashe 68 


. Memorandum from Lt. Col. John F. T. Murray to Gen. C. C. 


Pete, DE, BOE i Ea oon eande cada dan one dw dhe nace 75 


9. Board summary sheet, concerning deferment from overseas as- 


10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 


14, 
15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 
20 


signment of Irving Peress, recorded by Maj. W. O. Pretty- 


man, Jr., Office of the Surgeon General, March 9, 1953-- __- 88 
tater from Irving Peress to Adjutant General, February 27, 

i ile os et ea hs ere bikinis nate hea Ndie owe oo 88 
Letter from Dr. Max Gruenthal, New York, N. Y., to whom it 

naay concern, January 34, 10562. ioc. eee... 88 
Letter from Dr. Edward M. Bernecker, New York, N. Y., to 

whom it may concern, February 17, 1953__.....-..------ 89 


Telegram from Lt. Alfred M. Gade, AGC, Assistant Adjutant 
General, to American Field Division, American Red Cross, 


Fort Lewis, Wash., February 26, 1953_.........-.--.-.--- 89 
Status card, [ving Peress, maintained in office of Surgeon Gen- 
onal, Pomeeeon, W esteneeen, 2). CG. o6n «on oc conn ann ne-- 90 


Disposition form requesting that Irving Peress furnish 3 

additional copies of form 398 and 1 copy of fingerprint card, 

ER SE ESR SEM ste or SRST Se en ee 97 
Memorandum from Captain Phelan, Personnel Actions Branch, 

to Investigations Branch, Counter Intelligence Division, 

I ee 113 
Memorandum from G-—2 to Medical Section, First Army, and to 

AG-RF file, February 5, 1953, and reply from Medical Sec- 

tion, First Army, to AG-RF, February PhO G ss sds 5 114 
Letter from Head uarters, First Army, Office of Commanding 

General to Lt. Col. Ronald F. Thomas, United States Army, 

June 30, 1954; subject: Administrative Admonition; also 

five additional pieces of correspondence on same subject, 

dated saapactaeake July 22, 1954; August 6, 1954, August 9, 

1954; August 23, 1954, and October 26, Nina 120 
Letter from Office of Adjutant General, Department of the 

Army, to Commanding Gane, First Army, May 12,1954.. 121 
Memorandum from Lt. Col. John F. T. Murray to Gen. C. C. 

ts DOR RL CEO, cnn ddeidithn con cddhdenachpkivewe 130 


*May be found in the files of the subcommittee. 





(*) 
(*) 


(*) 
151 


151 
152 
152 
153 


(*) 
(*) 


153 


154 


155 
357 
158 











iv CONTENTS 


Intro- 
duced Appears 
on page on page 
21. Documents pertaining to the transfers of Irving Peress, dated 
respectively: February 5, 1953 (4 documents); March 9 
1953; March 24, 1953; March 27, 1953 (2 documents) -____- 137 (*) 
22. Documents relating to report on investigation of Irving Peress, 
dated respectively: April 28, 1953; April 30, 1953; May 25, 
1953; June 15, 1953; July 7, 1953; July 15, 1953; August 10, 
1953; August 20, 1953; September 2, 1953; September 10, 


icin cist aone yu: sh leet aorecste'an a ehipsnkipe eared ee teaac guia so mics dada bition te 139 (*) 
23. Interrogatory, signed by Irving Peress, Camp Kilmer, N. J., 
RANG De, DOR on die nnn etandccnn wdcduawtisdidwen. ae 145 (*) 


* May be found in the files of the subcommittee. 


Joanie 


Pt A RRS a 





3 
, 








Se ee “Geiseipidndaiaan::, 





ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO 
IRVING PERESS 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 16, 1955 


Untrep States SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 357 
of the Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators John L. McClellan (Democrat), Arkansas, Henry 
M. Jaekson (Democrat), Washington, Stuart Symington (Democrat), 
Missouri, Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (Democrat), North Carolina, Joseph R. 
McCarthy (Republican), Wisconsin, Karl E. Mundt (Republican), 
South Dakota, George H. Bender (Republican), Ohio. 

Present also: Robert F. Kennedy, chief counsel, Donald F. O’Don- 
nell, chief assistant counsel, James N. Juliana, chief counsel to the 
minority, J. Fred McClerkin, legal research analyst, Paul J. Tierney, 
investigator, Ruth Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

(Senators McClellan and McCarthy are present.) 

The Cuairman. I believe yesterday we had Major Van Sickle who 
returned today and it may be during the day that we will want to 
recall him to the stand, but we will begin this morning by calling 
Maj. Curtis R. Kirkland. Will you come around, please. 

Hold up your right hand and be sworn. Do you solemnly swear 
that the evidence you shall give before this investigating committee 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I do, 


TESTIMONY OF CURTIS R. KIRKLAND 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Kirkland, you are no longer in the service, 
and I understood that Governor Brucker was only representing those 
who are in the service; is that correct, Governor? 

Mr. Brucker. Yes, he is a committee witness, as I understand it, 
Senator. 

The Cuarrman. I think all of them are committee witnesses. 

Mr. Brucker. But I mean as such he is not Army personnel; and 
he is out of the Army completely. 

The Cuarrman. Then you do not represent Mr. Kirkland ? 

Mr. Brucker. I cannot represent him unless, of course, the com- 
mittee would want me to. If you want me to I will. 
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The Cuamman. I am not asking anyone to represent anyone. 

Mr. Brucker. My answer is no. , 

The Cuamman. I just wanted to know how to advise the witness, 
that is all. 

Mr. Brucker. I do not. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Kirkland, do you have an attorney to repre- 
sent you? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I do not, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Do you desire counsel ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. No, sir; I don’t feel that I need counsel. 

The Cuarrman. Then you are ready to proceed ? 

Mr. Krrkuanp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman, All right, Mr. O’Donnell, you may proceed. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Will you state your full name, Mr, Kirkland, and 
your address, please ? 

Mr. Kirxianp, Curtis R. Kirkland, 8074 Oakwood Street, Jack- 
sonville, Fla. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Am I correct in stating that from March of 1952 
until October of 1953 you were in the Army, with the rank of captain, 
and you held the position of Chief of the Procurement Branch of the 
Reserve Forces Division of the AG Office at First Army, New York? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true; I was promoted during that period, 
though, to grade of major. 

Mr. O’Donnett. The responsibility of your office was to process 
all applications for commissions from the Reserve and papers related 
thereto; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, and I would like to clarify that a 
little bit. The Medical Section did a great deal of processing on the 
doctor-draft people before I saw certain papers. However, on all 
other applicants I did all of the processing. 

Mr. ODonins, You processed all applicants with regard to direct 
commissions with the exception of doctors, where you only processed 
part of the papers in connection therewith; is that correct? 

Mr. Kirxianpv. That is true; yes. 

Mr. O’Donnett., Yesterday we had testimony from Major Van 
Sickle, who was in the Medical Section at First Army. Your branch 
was separate and distinct from his Medical Section; is that correct? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. His responsibility, or his section’s responsibility, 
insofar as those coming in under the doctors’ draft, was processing up 
to the point of the appointment and thereafter having called to active 
duty the individuals; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. That is true, 

(At this point Senator Ervin entered the room.) 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Up to the point of the appointment, did your 
branch appear in the processing of any forms for those coming in 
under the Doctors’ Draft Act? 

Mr. Kirgkianp. Up to the point of appointment. 

(At this point Senator Bender entered the room.) 

Mr. O’Donnety. Did you, as a result of notification from Captain 
Van Sickle in the Medical Section, issue a letter of appointment, to 
Irving Peress as captain ? 

Mr. Kirxuianp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. O’DonneEtu. Was the date of your letter of appointment Octo- 
ber 7, 1952 ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. In your entire branch, how many people did you 
have under your supervision handling all types of cases? 

Mr. Kirxianp. About 15. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Normally how many people in your unit were 
assigned to processing papers relating only to the doctors’ draft? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Not more than two at one time—at any one time. 

Mr. O’DonneELL. Normally would there be only one? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Normally only one; yes. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. After you issued the letter of appointment, did 
Irving Peress become a captain and did he execute an oath in connec- 
tion therewith, Mr. Kirkland ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. He did, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. I would like to hand you this document, Mr. Kirk- 
land, and will you please identify that document ? 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

Mr. Kirxianv. This is DA Form 71, oath of office, military per- 
sonnel. This is executed by Irving Peress, at New York, on the 15th 
day of October 1952, and notarized by Ella Reiner, notary public in 
the State of New York. 

Mr. O’Donnett. That was an oath of office for the rank of captain ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. For the rank of captain; yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnext. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have that identified 
and entered as an exhibit in the record. 

The Cuamman. It will be entered as exhibit No. 5. 

(Exhibit No. 5 will be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. O’DonneLt. Is it correct to say, Mr. Kirkland, that.your branch 
was primarily responsible for examining various forms for complete- 
ness only? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donne.x. Did you have anything to do with making deci- 
sions as to evaluating the forms? 

Mr. Kirxianp. No, sir. 

Mr. O’DonneLL. You were in effect merely a paper-transmittal 
agency ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donneti. After Mr. Peress became commissioned, did you 
handle other forms in connection with his entrance into the Army ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. After he was commissioned, you mean? Yes, sir, 

Mr. O’Donnext. Did your branch have anything to do with calling 
him on active duty ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. No, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnet. Was that the responsibility and action of the medi- 
cal section of which Captain Van Sickle was a member? 

Mr. Krextanp. It was strictly between the medical section and the 
AG orders branch. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. At the time that Irving Peress executed his oath 
of office did he, in fact, execute his loyalty oath, which is form 98 and 
98-A ; and did he, in fact, execute his personal security questionnaire, 
which is form DD-398? 

Mr. Kirxianp. He did not. 
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Mr. O’Donnett. Why had he not executed those forms prior to 
being commissioned ? 

Mr. Krexuanp. The procedure outlined by the Army regulations 
did not provide for executing those papers along at the same time 
as the other. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Then he could have executed those papers after 
he, in fact, became commissioned a captain; is that true? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnev. That is what happened in this case? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnetw. I would like to have you look at this document, 
Mr. Kirkland. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. O’Donne.t. Will you please identify that document you have 
before you ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. This is DD Form 398, Statement of Personal His- 
tory, in the case of Irving Peress, signed by Irving Peress, and wit- 
nessed on October 28, 1952, by Henry Getzoff. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. Will you look at that page carefully? It is wit- 
nessed October 28, 1952, by whom ¢ 

Mr. Kirxxanp. It was originally witnessed by Irving Peress him- 
self. 

Mr. O’Donnett. He had witnessed his own signature on this par- 
ticular statement. Is that correct? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is right. 

Senator McCarruy. What is that? 

Mr. O’Donnett. He had witnessed his own signature on a personal 


security statement which he had submitted which contained security 
information. 

I call your attention to what would be page 3 of the photostat of the 
document before you, Mr. Kirkland, and does this question appear 
thereon : 


Are you now or have you ever been a member of the Communist Party, USA, 
or any Communist organization? 


Mr. Kirxuanp. It does appear. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Will you kindly read the answer? 

Mr. Kirkianp (reading) : 

Federal constitutional privileges claimed. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Does the next question appear as follows: 
Are you now or have you ever been a member of a Fascist organization? 

Mr. Kirxianp. The answer? 

Mr. O’Donnetu. The answer, please. First excuse me. Does that 
question appear thereon ? 

Mr. Krrxxianp. It does. ; 

Mr. O’Donneti. Will you kindly read the answer? 

Mr. Krrxuanp (reading) : 


Federal constitutional privileges claimed. 
Mr. O’Donnett. Does this question next appear thereon : 


Are you now or have you ever been a member of any organization, association, 
movement, group, or combination of persons which advocates the overthrow of 
our constitutional form of government or of any organization, association, move- 
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ment, group, or combination of persons which has adopted the policy of advo- 
cating or approving the commission of acts of force or violence to deny other 
persons their rights under the Constitution of the United States, or of seeking to 
alter the form of government of the United States by unconstitutional means? 
Mr. KrrxuAnp. The answer is the same. 
Mr. O’DonneEuu. Will you kindly read the answer? 


Mr. KirKianp (reading) : 
Federal constitutional privileges claimed. 


Mr. O’Donnetu. Mr. Chairman, may I have the document, photo- 
static copy of which has been identified, made a part of the record ¢ 

The Cuarrman. It will be made exhibit 6. 

(Exhibit No. 6 may be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. O’Donneww. Mr. Kirkland, I am passing to you a photostatic 
copy of another document. 

(Doodsnsett handed to the witness. ) 

Mr. O’DonneEvL. Will you please identify the photostat of the docu- 
ment that you have in front of you? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. This is DD Form 98, Loyalty Certificate for Per- 
sonnel of the Armed Forces. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Consisting of how many photostatic pages? 

Mr. Kirxianp. There are two on the form 98. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Is there another document there also ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. The attached copy is DD Form 98—A, consisting of 
one page. 

Mr. O’DonneEwi. Will you identify both documents because they 
relate to one another? 

Mr. Kirxianp. They are related; yes, sir. 

Mr. O’DonneELu. Will you identify them in detail? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. The form 98—A, I believe I identified as 98, that is 
a Loyalty Certificate for Personnel of the Armed Forces. In the case 
of Irving Peress, it was executed on the 28th of October 1952, by 
C. F. Lyon, I believe it is. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. Executed by whom? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I believe it is Lyon, C. F. Lyon, witnessed by Lyon. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Witnessed by Lyon and executed by whom ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Peress, Irving Peress. 

Mr. O’DonneExt. On page 2 of the document which has attached 
thereto form 98—A, which is a list of various organizations, question 
No. 4, if you will look at it please, states: 

I have entered in the table below the names of the organizations shown on the 
attached sheet list with which I am or have been associated in any of the 
following aspects: 

(a) I am or have been a member. 

(b) I am or have been employed. 

(c) I have attended or been present at formal or informal meetings or 
gatherings. 

(d) I have attended or been present at or engaged in organizational or social 
activities or activities which they sponsor. 

(e) I have sold, given away, or distributed written, printed, or otherwise 
recorded matters published by them. 

(f) I have been identified or associated in some other manner. 

Will you read what appears as an answer under the name of organ- 
ization 

Mr. Kimxxanp (reading) : 

Federal constitutional privilege is claimed. 
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Mr. O’Donnext. Following down on that same page appears these 
words: 


Statement as to certification of membership in or association with certain 
organizations— 


and in parenthesis: 


(For each name entered in the table above, set forth a detailed account of the 
nature and extent of association with and activities in connection with each 
organization indicated, including dates, places, and precise description of cre- 
dentials now or formerly held. Use the space provided below and attach as 
many extra sheets as necessary for this purpose.) 

Will you read what appears under that particular question ? 

Mr. Kirxianp (reading) : 


Federal constitutional privilege claimed. 


Mr. O’Donne.tt. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have identified for 
the record and submitted therewith, this which will be exhibit 7. 

The Carman. It may be submitted for the record as exhibit 7. 

Exhibit No. 7 may be found in the files of the subcommittee. 

he CHairMAN. May we clarify this a little. I understand the 
first form that the doctor submitted, he witnessed himself. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Kirkuanp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. That is Form 398, is that correct ? 

Mr. KirkKianp. Yes, sir. 

The CHaimMan. You returned it to him and requested, or you sent 
him another form, and requested that he fill it out and have it witnessed 
by someone else ? 

Mr. Kirkianp, The same form was returned. 

The Cuarrman. The same form was returned ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairnman. With the request that he have it witnessed by some- 
one else ? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then it was returned witnessed by a Mr. Lyon. 
It was witnessed by Mr. Getzoff. I thought it was on this one that 
Mr. Lyon was the witness. 

Mr. O’Donnett. On the Form 398 which was executed on October 
28, 1952, could you tell us when that form was returned to Irvin 
Peress because he had self-witnessed it? Was that on November 14 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I believe it was on November 14. I do not have a 
copy of that particular letter. 

fr. O’DonnELL. What ee with the Form 398 between the 
time it was executed on October 28, and the time it was returned to 
Peress for correct execution on November 14? 

Mr. Kirrxianp. Will you repeat that question again, please. 

Mr. O’DonneLu. Will the recorder please read that question again ? 

(Question read by reporter. ) 

Mr. KirKanp. The tober 28 date, I believe was the date he exe- 
cuted it. Am I not right on that? 

Now, the date it was received into my place, I don’t believe there 
is a record on that: I cannot, therefore, explain just where the paper 
was. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Would November 14 be the first date it was 
brought to your attention? 
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Mr, Kirkianp. It is quite possibly so, 

Mr. O’DonneLt. So where this particular form was, or when it 
came into your particular branch, cannot be determined. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Krirxtanp. That is right, sir. 

Mr. O’DonneEtu. But we do know it was there on the 14th of No- 
vember because it was returned to Peress? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Yes, 

Mr. O’Donnett. Is that correct ? 

Mr. KirkKianp. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donnett. That came back from Peress and it contained a 
witness by one Henry Getzoff, dated November 19, 1952. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Right, sir. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. This particular 398 bears a stamp appearing 
thereon, dated November 20, 1952, showing receipt in the Reserve 
Forces Division. Is that correct? 

Mr. Krr«xuanp. That is right. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Normally what happens to Forms 398, 98, and 
98—A, which arrive in your unit, and have been found to be correct 
as to completeness ? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. They are referred to G-2, that is the intelligence 
branch, or intelligence section, for G-2 clearance. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. That is all forms 398, regardless of the answers 
appearing thereon, are forwarded to G-2? 

Mr. Krirxxanp. All three forms 98. 

Mr. O’DonneLL, All 98 and 98-A forms are likewise forwarded to 
G-2 regardless of the answers appearing thereon ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. If I recall correctly, and after discussion in the 
Pentagon yesterday, I believe that the 98 and 98—A forms were sent 
over only in cases where there were discrepancies, or detrimental 
entries, rather. 

Mr. O’Donne.u. Now, when the staff first interviewed you on Feb- 
ruary 25, 1955, you were firm in a statement that as a matter of policy 
in your office all forms 398, 98, and 98-A were forwarded to G-2 
regardless of the answers appearing thereon. Is that right? 

Mr. Kimxkxanp. That is true; but I was not under oath, and I wasn’t 
as sure as I might have sounded; but I checked yesterday over in the 
Pentagon in a conversation, and my memory was refreshed to the 
extent that I believe they were only sent over in cases where there 
were bad entries on them, or the fifth amendment was claimed. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. So your answer today is that the 98 and 98-A 
forms were only sent over if there was unfavorable security informa- 
tion such as the fifth amendment? 

Mr. Krrxtanp. That is true. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Whereas 398 forms were sent over in every case? 

Mr. Krrxianp. In every case; yes. 

Mr. O’DonneEL. Did your office maintain any type of flagging pro- 
cedure for the benefit of G-2 in processing any of these forms which 
were sent over? 

Mr. Kirxianp. We had only a suspense file. 

Mr. O’Donweu. Let me rephrase the question, Mr. Kirkland. Did 
you transmit these 98 and/or 398 forms to G-2 individually by a trans- 
mittal slip, or did you transmit them in groups? 
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Mr. Kirkianp. We tried to send them over in groups, on a dispo- 
sition form. 

Mr. O’Donnett. This disposition form is, in effect, a memorandum 
of transmittal. Is that correct? 

Mr. Kirxianp, For interoffice communications; yes. 

Mr. O’Donnett. In the event a fifth amendment appeared on any 
form, did you, as a matter of office policy, point out in this disposition 
form or transmittal sheet the fact that one of the individuals had 
security information of a form which G-2 should know about ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I had instructed my clerks to do so. 

Mr. O’Donnet. That was in every case where security information 
appeared on the form? 

r. KirKianp. I made an effort to do so in every case. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Do you have any recollection as to whether or not 
it was done in the Peress case? 

Mr. Kirxtanp. I don’t believe it was, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Why not? 

Mr. Kirrxtanp. It was a fault in the beginning of the clerk, sir. I 
had as many as 300 routine papers pass over my desk, and I just 
couldn’t screen every form and paper that passed over. 

Senator McCarruy. How do you know now that that wasn’t 
flagged ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Sir 

Senator McCarruy. How do you know at this date that you did 
not have a memo on that? Did you see the memo, and how do you 
know ¢ 

Mr. Kirxtanp. I don’t believe I have seen one, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. How do you know then that it wasn’t flagged ? 

Mr. Krr«xianp. I don’t know, sir. I said I didn’t believe there was 
such a one. 

Senator McCarruy. On what do you base that belief? You said 
you didn’t see the memo, and you do not know. You just got through 
telling the counsel you did not think it was flagged. 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is why I don’t believe there was one, and I 
didn’t see one. There doesn’t seem to be one of record, sir. 

Senator McCartuy. That is all. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Normally, after these forms 398 and/or 98 are 
found to be complete, how soon are they forwarded to G-2? 

Mr. Kirrxianp. We operated on all incoming papers, and tried to 
operate on a 24-hour basis. We didn’t always live up to it, but we came 
very close to it. 

r. O’Donnetx. In the case of the 398 that came back from Peress 
on November 20 properly witnessed, that normally should have been 
sent to G-2 within 1 or 2 days after receipt in your office? 

Mr. Krrxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. So that G-2 would have received it about Novem- 
ber 22 or November 23 ? 

Mr. Krrxnanp. Yes. 

Mr. O’Downett. Isn’t it a fact that on December 1, 1952, the form 
398, which was executed by Peress was returned to you by G-2 by a 
Major Stambaugh, with the request that 8 additional copies of it be 
obtained, together with 1 copy of a fingerprint card ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. O’Donnett. That would have meant the original 398 was no 
longer in the possession of G-2 but was sent back to your office. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. That is right. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. Isn’t it true that on January 5, 1953, you sent back 
to G-2 four forms 398, which would have been the original, plus the 
three additional copies, which had been requested ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Did you also at that time send a completed finger- 
print card to G-2 for their request ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is right, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Did you also at that time include forms 98, and 
98—A to G-2? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. G-2 had not requested specifically 98 and 98—A, at 
this time, had they ? 

Mr. Kirkxiann. No, sir. 

Mr. O’DonneELt. 98 and 98-A, which was executed on October 28, 
1952, by Irving Peress, contained the invocation of the Federal consti- 
tutional privilege, and this we will recall is the loyalty oath. Why 
hadn’t the loyalty oath form been sent to G-2 prior to January 5, 1952, 
it being noted that Peress was called to active duty on January 1? 

Mr, Kirkianp. Mr, O’Donnell, there is a possibility that G-2 had 
these forms. There are two possibilities. ‘There it 1s possible that 
they had them and did not list them as inclosures when returned to 
my office, and the second possibility is when the 398 came in, improp- 
erly witnessed, there two forms being properly witnessed were prob- 
ably put into his folder, and when the 398 came in witnessed, or re- 
witnessed, the clerk in preparing or sending the 398 to G-2 probably 
failed to go to this folder and take out the 98 and 98—A, and send them 
over to G-2. 

Senator McCarrny. Let me ask you this: You knew, and Van Sickle 
knew, that this was a fifth-amendment Communist before he was called 
to active duty. Why did you or Major Van Sickle not take steps to 
have him removed ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Sir, I won’t say that I knew he was a Communist. 
I don’t recall definite information to the effect that he was a Com- 
munist. Being related to me, sir. 

Senator MoCarruy. Well, the testimony is that all of that informa- 
tion was in the file. The testimony of the police officer was that he 
graduated from a Communist leadership school. General Zwicker 
testified it was all in the file, so you must have known it, didn’t you? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I did not have access to the paper you are now re- 
ferring to, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. You knew he took the fifth amendment ? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. As I said before, in handling so many papers, I 
don’t believe this particular case was brought to my attention. If I 
may add in here, the five cases were handed to me, and I took imme- 
diate steps to try to do something about it. 

Senator McCarruy. How many fifth-amendment doctors passed 
through your office ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well, just fifth-amendment cases you mean ? 

Senator McCarruy. Would 30 be the correct figure ? 
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Mr. Kirxianp. That 30—I believe I said 25 or 30 in my informal 
testimony. ‘Those cases were not restricted to fifth-amendment cases. 
They were maybe a case where an applicant admitted having attended 
a meeting, a Communist meeting, or having been at one time a member 
of an organization. The fifth-amendment cases I don’t recall exactly. 

Senator McCarruy. Did you not tell the staff the other day you 
estimated there were 25 or 30 fifth-amendment cases ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I didn’t mean fifth-amendment cases. 

Kadnter McCarruy. Did you not say that, regardless of what you 
meant ! 

Mr. Kirxranp. I don’t have anything in front of me, and I don’t 
remember, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. You don’t remember whether you told the staff 
that or not? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Whether it was fifth amendment, I don’t remember 
that part of it, sir. 

I meant to say 25 or 3() cases where there was some discrepancy in 
the loyalty papers. That is what I meant to say. 

Senator McCarry. How many fifth-amendment cases do you say 
today? How many security cases? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I believe six is all Iam sure of. 

Senator McCartny. Did you not tell the staff the other day that 
there were 25 or 30 security cases passed through your office that you 
called to the attention of Van Sickle? Did you not tell them that? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Security—meaning, as I stated, sir—something was 
wrong with the loyalty papers, and not just claiming the fifth-amend- 
ment privilege. 

Senator McCarruy. Had all of the fifth-amendment cases been 
disposed of? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. Yes,sir. Except the Peress case. 

Senator McCarrnuy. Except the Peress case. One of them admitted 
he was a Communist, did he not ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. One of the five, you mean ? 

Senator McCarrny. Yes. 

Mr. Kirxuanp. If I remember, they all claimed the fifth amend- 
ment, and I don’t remember—— 

Senator McCartuy. Do you remember one by the name of Thomp- 
con who admitted he was a Communist ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. The case you are referring to, sir, I wasn’t sure of 
the name when I gave that to Mr. O’Donnell, and Mr. Kennedy asked 
as late as this morning that that name be withheld because I am not 
sure of the name. Neither am I sure that he claimed fifth-amend- 
ment privileges. 

Senator McCarruy. I am asking you about a man who admittedly 
was a Communist and was nevertheless commissioned; the case went 
through your office. 

Mr. Krrxianp. There was such a case, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. He was commissioned ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Can you explain why an admitted Communist 
was commissioned? Was it because there was no policy against 
that ? 
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Mr. Kirxtanp. Sir, he was commissioned before the admission. 

Senator McCartuy. Was he removed as soon as he admitted he was 
a Communist ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. To the best of my knowledge, he was not, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. He was not. Do you know why? 

Mr. Kirxtanp. No, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Was there any policy or any Army policy in 
regard to these fifth amendment Communists ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. There was none established to my knowledge. 

Senator McCarrny. Thank you. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Mr. Kirkland, getting back for a moment to form 
98 and 98-A, you mentioned two possibilities as to why it had not 
been sent over to G-2 before January 5, the first being that G-3 may 
have forwarded it back to you with this transmittal DF Form on De- 
cember 1. If that is the case why did they not specifically mention 
it? 

Mr. Krrxtanp. You mean as an enclosure? 

Mr. O’Donnetu. That is right. 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well, I don’t know, but that would not eliminate 
the possibility. I just mention that as a possibility, and I don’t 
know. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Is it not more probable that your second possi- 
bility-—— 

Mr. KirKLanp. I will agree with that. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. That your second, namely that it had been in the 
files when these forms 398 had come back from Peress on November 20, 
7 the cleeks had failed to find it, and therefore failed to send it over 
to G-2 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. How did you personally feel about fifth amend- 
ments that were coming through on various forms? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well, in the case the Senator just referred to a 
while ago I took it up with some officer in G—-2, and on that particular 
case I expressed the feeling that that officer should not be called to 
duty. The answer was that he had not been declared a cut and dried 
Communist; that we could not revoke his orders without sufficient rea- 
sons beyond suspicion, and that for him to come on duty would be bet- 
ter; they would know where he is for sure and have him more avail- 
able for investigation. 

The Cuarrman. That was your opinion about it? 

Mr. Kirgtanp. Yes, in that particular case. 
oan CuamrMan. Was that your position, or the position taken by 

—2 

Mr. Kirxianp. That was my expression to G-2. 

The Cuarrman. You thought it better to bring him on duty ? 

Mr. Kirxuianp, Oh, no, I am sorry, sir. That was G-2’s answer to 
me. 

The Cuatrman. That is what I am trying to get. 

Mr. Krexxann. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. You did take it up with them and that was G-2’s 
nore to you; it was better to bring them on duty than it was not 
to 
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Mr. Kirxianp. In other words it was none of my business, but I took 

a point to take it up with G-2. 
he Cuarrman. It was G-2’s responsibility ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes, sir. : 

Mr_ O’Donnets. In this particular case where the individual had 
admitted membership in the Communist Party that you are discussing 
right now ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. It was one of the two; he had admitted it or he had 
taken the fifth amendment. 

Mr. O’Donnewx. Do you recall that at any time you discussed with 
any G-2 officer at First Army your objection to any fifth amendment 
case being called to active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I referred to these five that were brought out in 
yesterday’s testimony, and of course the names have been withheld. I 
again went beyond my responsibility and took that up with Major 
Van Sickle first 

Mr. O’Donnext. Mr. Kirkland, just a moment, you have not an- 
swered my question. The question was did you discuss with any G-2 
official at First Army the fact that you personally objected to any 
fifth amendments coming on active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I made it clear in the conversation to which I have 
just referred; in the one case, which Senator McCarthy brought out. 

Mr. O’Donnewx. Did the conversation that you had on the indi- 
vidual who had admitted membership in the party also embrace those 
who had taken the fifth amendment on these forms? 

Mr. Krrxianp. Repeat that; I didn’t quite understand it. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Will the reporter please read it back? 

(Question read by the reporter as above recorded.) 

Mr. Kirxianp. I would say so. 

Mr. O’Donnew. Could you tell us the name of the official in G-2 
with whom you voiced these objections ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. I cannot. I think the record will prove there was 
a tremendous turnover of personnel in G-2. 

Senator McCarruy. I understand it was not your responsibility or 
duty to do anything about these cases; all you could do was to recom- 
mend to G-2, and if they did not take action there was nothing further 
that you could personally do? 

Mr. Krrxianp. That is true. And I would like to make clear here 
in case there is any doubt or there may be someone that doesn’t know, 
that G-2 outranks an AG in an Army headquarters. All we can do 
is recommend or ask. 

Mr. O’Donneww. Mr. Kirkland, in effect G-2 told you that your 
objections were none of your official business, but it was a matter of 
G-2 handling because it was security information ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Subsequently did you run across any fifth amend- 
ment cases on forms learing i your office? That is subsequent 
to this policy stated to you by G-2 

Mr. Kirxianp. These five cases I believe were after that. 

Mr. O’Donnetw. These are the same five cases that Major Van 
Sickle referred to re in his testimony ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true; yes, sir. 
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Mr. O’Donnett. I would like to hand you a photostatic copy of a 
document that we received from the Army. 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

Mr. O’Donnett. I will ask you to identify it. 

Mr. KirKianp. It is an office memorandum to Gen. ©. C. Fenn, dated 
March 4, 1955. 

The Cuarrman. A little louder, please. 

Mr. Kirk.anp. It is an office memorandum, United States Govern- 
ment, dated March 4, 1955, to Gen. C. C. Fenn from Lt. Col. John 
F. T . Murray ; subject : Request for Information. 

Mr. O’Donnexb. Read the first part of that particular memo. 

Mr. KirKLanp (reading) : 

Pursuant to the request of Mr. O’Donnell or Mr. Kennedy to Major Ivan on 
March 2, 1955, the following information is hereby furnished: 

1. Concerning the five cases at First Army that were handled differently than 
the Peress case: 
and then it goes on to list those. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Will you please read what is on that list ? 

Mr. Kirxxanp. All right. Instead of giving names, they seem to 
refer to the officers by alphabetical symbol. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Those are five individual officers, and could you 
read over in the right-hand corner and tell us what type of discharges, 
if any, each officer received? Taking them in order, please. 

Mr. Kirkuanp. The first 2 were honorable, and the other 3 “honor- 
able discharge as officer, undesirable discharge from enlisted status.” 

Mr. O’Donnett. The other 2 are identical. There are 3 who re- 
ceived honorable discharges, and then as enlisted men undesirable; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is right. 

Mr. O’Donnexti. Now, in column 2 will you kindly read the dates 
when they executed their Form 398 ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. The first one was October 22, 1952; and the second 
one October 27, 1952; the next 2 were November 4, 1952; and the last 
one, October 1, 1952. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. Mr. Chairman, may I have that identified as an 
exhibit for the record ¢ 

The Cuarrman. It will be admitted as exhibit 8. 

(Exhibit No. 8 appears in the appendix on p. 151.) 

Mr. O’DonneELL. Now, Mr. Kirkland, the dates when these five exe- 
cuted their Form 398 is very similar to the date when Peress exe- 
cuted his, and he executed his on October 28 and these dates you have 
read are very close to that time. When these five came to your 
attention, what did you do? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. If I remember correctly I called Major Van Sickle 
on the phone, first, and that was the first action I took. I told him 
as much as I could on the telephone about it. We later got together 
and recommended or initiated definite action to do something about 
revoking their commissions, or having them discharged. 

Mr. O’Donnett. You and Van Sickle actually drafted a communi- 
cation recommending that these five have their commissions revoked ? 

Mr. Kirxiann. We did, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. Did that clear through your superior to AG? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Yes, sir. 
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‘ > O’Donneti. Would that have gone normally thereafter to 
7-2 

Mr. Kirkianp. G-2, and possibly G-1, too; but G-2 should have 
been the first stop. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Do you know, in fact, that these five did have 
their commissions revoked, as a result of the action initiated by you 
and Major Van Sickle? 

Mr. Krrxuianp. I am confident of that; yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. At the time that Peress’ forms came through your 
office do you recall notifying Van Sickle in the Medical Section that 
he had invoked the Federal constitutional privilege ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. This was on Peress, you mean 

Mr. O’Donnett. That is correct. 

Mr. Kirxuanp. No, I did not. As I say, I believe that the clerks 
did not bring that to my attention in this case. If it had been he would 
have been given the same treatment as the other five. 

Mr. O’Donneu. Now, at the time you talked to the staff on Feb- 
ruary 24, it was your recollection that you had discussed the fact 
that Peress had taken the fifth amendment with Major Van Sickle; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. On what date was that? 

Mr. O’DonneELt. You talked to the staff on February 24? 

(At this point Senator Jackson entered the mies 

Mr. Kirxxanp. I wasn’t positive. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Do you recall you told us that you probably did. 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I recall that. 

Mr. O’DonneE ut. It is now your recollection that you did not? 


Mr. Kirxianp. I am quite as I did not. I have had oppor- 
i 


tunity to talk to Major Van Sickle briefly, and I have a lot of confi- 
dence in him and his memory; and he doesn’t recall any such conver- 
sation. 

Mr. O’Donne.t. Then your recollection has been refreshed by Major 
Van Sickle who testified yesterday that you did not? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is right, sir. 

(At this point Senator McCarthy left the room.) 

Mr. O’Donnext. If in fact you had notified Major Van Sickle about 
Peress, would he have had his commission revoked before he came on 
active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxxianp. I am positive action would have been taken to try 
to revoke it. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Now, you have stated that it was not the responsi- 
bility of your office to evaluate or make policy decisions, and that G-A 
had in effect told you in cases of this nature that they would handle 
it in the normal course of events? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr, O’Donnexu. Now, if you and Major Van Sickle initiated the 
machinery on these five fifth-amendment cases resulting in their hav- 
ing their commissions revoked, and since you have just stated that if 
~— had done so in the Peress case you are confident he would have 

ad his commission revoked before active duty, how come? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I could see no reason why he would be given fa- 
voritism in the Department of the Army above the other five. 

Mr. O’Donnet. Are you saying, Mr. Kirkland, that unless your 
unit and/or the Medical Section specifically initiates a recommenda- 
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tion that fifth-amendment Communists coming through First Army 
should not be commissioned, or their commissions should be revoked 
before active duty, that that controls? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well—— 

Mr. O’DonneE Lt. In the absence of that, they would have come on 
active duty; is that what you are saying ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. These five you are referring to? 

Mr. O’Donne ut. I mean any of them. 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Possibly, if we had not taken the action or similar 
action in every case that we did in these five. 

Mr. O’Donnet. Is it not true that G-2 is the responsible agency 
with regard to policy, and implementing regulations controlling 
security cases in the Army ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Is it not true that they were responsible in these 
five cases? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. And in the absence of you and Van Sickle making 
a specific recommendation as to these five, is it your testimony that 
G-2 would not have acted to revoke their commissions before they 
came on active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I must say that is my feeling. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. And you feel that if you had initiated the ma- 
chinery in the Peress case as you had done in the other five, Peress 
also oni have had his commission revoked before coming on active 
duty ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. If G-2 had approved the action we initiated. 


Mr. O’Donnew. Did G-2 approve the action on these five? 
Mr. Kirxuanp. They did approve it; yes, sir. 
: Fhe CuarrMan. You say G-2 did approve the action on the other 
ve? 
Mr. Kirkianp. Yes, sir. 
The Cuamman. And that they approved it, you think, because you 
initiated it by Te it to their attention; is that correct? 


Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Had you not initiated that action, have you any 
reason to doubt what the other five, their cases would have pursued 
about the same course the Peress case has? 

Mr. Kirxxanp. They possibly would have, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Is there any reason why G-2 could not, and should 
not have, having these papers in their files, should not have and could 
not have taken the same action with respect to Peress they did to the 
other five, without your having recommended it? 

Mr. Kmxuanp. There is no reason why they should not have. 

The Cuamman. So you may have made an error or an oversight 
in failing to call their attention to the Peress case, and to his having 
taken the fifth amendment, but notwithstanding you may have made 
that oversight, there was no reason for G—2 not to observe these papers 
and take the same action they took with respect to the other five in 
the case of Peress; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxtanp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Brnper. You did not have any orders from any higher-up 
to protect Dr. Peress, did you ? 

Mr. Kirxkianp. No, indeed, sir. 
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Senator Benpgr. Or give him special favor? 

Mr. Kirxianp. No, sir. 

Senator Benper. Whatever mistake was made in this matter was 
yours, and no one else’s; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxkuanp. Well, I will share the administrative error, but as 
far as anyone putting pressure to bear in the Peress case to me, that 
is out. I don’t know Peress or any of his colleagues. 

Senator Benper. This was in 1952, was it not? 

Mr. Kirerkuanp. Yes, sir. 

j Senator Benver. President Truman did not give you any order, 
id he? 

Mr. Kirxianp. No, sir. 

Senator Benper. Or President Eisenhower since? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. No. 

Mr. O’Donnet. On February 5, 1953, by a communication so dated 
from G-2, were you not specifically informed that a complaint-ty 
investigation was being initiated on Peress because he aunt the 
Federal constitutional privilege on Forms 98 and 398 ? 

Mr. Kirxianpn. There was a disposition form to that effect, and I 
believe it went to the Medical Section, the action section first of the 
Medical Section. 

Mr. O’DonneExt. But it was not brought to your attention in the 
Reserve Forces Division; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. As a second addressee; yes, I believe. 

Mr. O’Donne.t. On Sepember 9, 1953, as an exhibit introduced 
yesterday will show, Peress addressed a letter to the Adjutant General 
for grade determination in order that he might be promoted to major. 
On page 2 thereof, and I think that you have a copy of it in front of 
you, there is a third endorsement dated September 23 recommending 
that he be so reappointed to the grade of major. Did you concur in 
that recommendation ? 

Mr. Kirxtanp. I am quite positive I saw the recommendation and 
at the time I concurred in the recommendation. 

Mr. O’Donneti. At the time this was cleared you had not been 
notified by G-2 in February of that year that a security investigation 
was being initiated on Irving Peress. At the time you made this 
endorsement, or favorable recommendation, did you have any specific 
recollections of that security investigation ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. I did not, and I did not—what struck me in this 
particular case, Peress was not actually promoted. He was given the 
wrong grade in the beginning. He should have been a major in the 
first. place. 

Mr. O’Donne.tt. The question, Mr. Kirkland, was at the time that 
you concurred were you aware of the notice of February 5 that there 
was a security investigation pending on this individual? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I will say I was not aware of the fact. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Had you been aware, would you have concurred 
in his recommendation for the promotion ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. I would have put the problem to the Department of 
the Army without recommendation, but with a résumé of what 
happened. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Would you have called to the attention of the De- 

artment of the Army the fact that there was a security case on this 
individual 
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Mr. KirKianp. Yes, sir, I would. 

Mr. O’Donnetz. At the time you concurred in this recommendation 
for promotion, did you examine any files in your office? 

Mr. Krrxianp. I did not. 

Mr. O’DonnELL. Why not? 

Mr. Krrxianp. Because once an officer is commissioned and placed 
on active duty he is no longer—or I have no record whatsoever. I 
dealt with Reserve people and he is then in active military service. 

Mr. O’Donnewi. That raises this question, Mr. Kirkland: The re- 
sponsibilities of your office were to deal with processing individuals 
from the Reserve among other things up to the time they reported 
for active duty ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxxianp. That is the entire Reserve Forces Division, that is 
true. 

Mr. O’Donnext. Irving Peress reported for active duty on January 
1, 1953. This request for promotion came through 9 months later in 
September, and was concurred in by you and by Major Van Sickle. 
Why did you, who were still in the Reserve Forces Division recom- 
mend a promotion for an officer on active duty when your affiliation 
in relation with him or any others ceased when he came on active 
duty ¢ 

Mr. Kirxtanp. I don’t believe there is any actual—the word “con- 
cur” or “approve” by me is not exactly fitting. I believe Major Van 
Sickle consulted me on the format of the endorsement or the wording 
of it, and I may be wrong, but my guess is that this particular en- 
dorsement should not have even been signed in our place over there 
now. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. That is why the question was asked, why was it 
signed in your place and why did it clear through your office? 

Mr. KrrKianp. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Why did you take any action in connection with 
it, if it should not have cleared through your office? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Only as a favor to Major Van Sickle in wording the 
indorsement. 

Mr. O’Donnett. As a favor to Major Van Sickle? Did Major Van 
Sickle’s duties or responsibilities extend beyond the time when anyone 
came on active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxxanp. I am not qualified. I think that is a question for 
Major Van Sickle to answer. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Would the Medical Reserve Forces Section have 
the responsibility for an officer after he reported for active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. In some cases I guess they would, but not in my 
particular branch. 

Mr. O’Donnett. I am not asking you about your branch, Mr. Kirk- 
land. I am asking about the Medical Section in the Reserve function. 
Would that division’s responsibility cease when an individual came 
on active duty ? 

Mr. Krextanp. This being a Reserve promotion it could have, or 
possibly should have been coordinated with the Personnel Actions 
Branch of the Reserve Forces Division, in which branch it was signed 
by Captain Dude. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Are you saying that there is an interest by the 
Reserve Forces Division after they came on active duty, or an individ- 
ual came on active duty ? 
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Mr. Krrxianp. For Reserve promotions, in the Reserve? 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Was this a Reserve promotion, or a promotion in 
active duty status? 

Mr. Kirxianp. He was recommended for a reserve promotion ; that 
is possibly why the Reserve Forces Division got in on it. But it should 
have been coordinated with the military personnel. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Where did you tell me it states he was recom- 
mended for a promotion in the Reserve ? 

Mr. Kirxxianp. Sir? 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Where can you show me he was recommended for 
a promotion in the Reserve ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. I have gotten off on the track of using the word 
“promotion” myself. There actually is no such word as “USR” in the 
recommendation. But it refers to two regulations that cover only 
appointments in the Reserve Corps. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. That is initial appointments? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnet. Wouldn’t it have been proper to have this par- 
ticular request cleared through the Military Personnel Division, in- 
stead of through your unit? 

Mr. Kirkxianp. It should have been coordinated between the two 
of them. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Then, is it not a fact that by your concurring or 
forwarding this endorsement to recommend his promotion, it was in 
error, since it was not your responsibility ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I would like to point out, Mr. O’Donnell, I did not 
sign it and my branch was the Procurement Branch of the Reserve 
Forces Division, and this was signed by Capt. L. Dude, of the Person- 
nel Action Branch of the same division that I am in. But I had no 
direct responsibility in connection with this. 

As I said before, I had a lot of experience in wording endorsements 
for those who were not on active duty, who had been given improper 
grades. That was quite a common administrative error. 

Mr. O’DonNeELL. You are now disclaiming any responsibility with 

ard to this recommendation for promotion, but you merely trans- 
mitted the papers via the Personnel Action Branch as a favor to the 
then Captain Van Sickle. Is that your statement? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. O’DonneELL. Were you ever interviewed by the Inspector Gen- 
eral in connection with the case of Irving Pome 

Mr. Krrxianp. I was, sir. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the record 
show that the exhibit introduced yesterday indicates Mr. Kirkland’s 
name is on the list of 28 names submitted by the Secretary of the 
Army to the special Mundt committee. 

The Cuareman. The record reflects that. 

Mr. O’Donnet. I have no further questions. 

Senator Benver. Mr. Chairman, might I ask in this connection who 
prveeees this document here, the chronology? Is that a committee 

ocument ? 

The Cuarman. Yes, it is. I do not know who prepared it. You 
remember it was made public. It was sent to the members of the com- 
mittee and other Members of the Senate by the Department. of the 
Army, who prepared it. 
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Senator Benver. On page 15, I might call counsel’s attention to one 

aragraph, which says that the qualification records, Maj. James F. 

olson, MSC, Special Projects Branch, Personnel Division, Office of 
the Surgeon General, prepared a list of 538 medical officers, 125 dental 
officers, and 18 veterinary officers considered to be entitled to reap- 
pointment under criteria changed by Public Law 84, 83d Congress, 
and Department of Defense directive referred to above. 

Upon completion of this list, applicable portions were transmitted to the 
Medical, Dental, and Veterinary Corps Career Management Sections, Office of the 
Surgeon General, for verification. On October 14, 1953, the reassembled list was 
transmitted to the Adjutant General by memorandum prepared by Major Mc- 
Kenzie and signed by Col. H. W. Glattley, Medical Corps, Chief, Personnel 
Division, Office of The Surgeon General, recommending reappointment of the 
officers listed thereon to the grades indicated. The name of Peress was on that 
list 

The Cuatrman, I may say to the Senator that we have the wit- 
nesses here who will develop that aspect of the case. 

Now, may I get this clear: You say that during the whole time that 
you occupied the position that you have been testifying to, and these 
papers were all coming through your department or through your 
division, that you had no specific official instructions from the De- 
partment of the Army or from your superiors with respect to the 
handling of fifth amendment cases of officers being brought into the 
service ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp. I did not, sir, 

The Cuatrman. At no time during this period did you receive any 
instructions to deal with them specifically in any way as differentiated 
from those cases where the applicant for a commission had not taken 
the fifth amendment ? 

Mr. KirKiaNnp. I don’t recall any instructions; no. 

The Cuatrman. Then you were left entirely upon your own re- 
sources and judgment as to what to do with them? 

Mr. Kirxianp, Yes. 

The Cuairman. Now, in the five cases did you have any responsi- 
bility for calling those cases to the attention of G-2? 

Mr. Kirxianp. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Did you have any instructions to call them to their 
attention ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. Not in the manner in which I did; no, sir. 

The Cuarrman. In what manner, in any other manner, did you 
have any instructions as to what you would do with cases of that 
character ? 

Mr. Krrxianp. The only instructions that I had was to route them 
toG-2. Thatisall cases. But the action I took—— 

The Cuarrman. That is no different from any other case? 

Mr. Kirkianp. No, sir. 

The CHarrman. You were not to flag them or call attention or any- 
thing else, insofar as your orders were concerned? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. That is true, sir. 

The Cuarrman. So what you did in that respect, in calling G-2’s 
attention to the five cases that you discovered, was on your own ini- 
tiative and not under orders or in the carrying out of instructions ? 

Mr. Kirxtanp. That is correct, sir. ; 
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The Caarrman. Would you have called attention of G-2 to the 
Peress case had it come to your attention ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I certainly would have; yes, sir. 

The Cxuatrman. Now, I understand that the five cases that you 
referred to there, those officers were commissioned just as Peress was? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmaNn. They actually received commissions? 

Mr. Kirrkuanp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Were any of the five ever called to active duty ? 

Mr. Kirtan. No, sir; to the best of my knowledge they were not. 

The Cuarman. They were discharged before ever being placed in 
the service? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true. 

The Cuareman. Other than having a commission, insofar as being 
placed on active duty ? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All of those five received honorable discharges with 
respect to their commission; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Yes. 

The Cuarmman. With respect to their commission as officers in the 
Army ? 

Mr. KirKianp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. Three of them were later drafted into the service 
as enlisted men; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. According to the information that I have; yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. According to the information on the exhibit? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. They were later discharged and given an honorable 
discharge as being undesirable; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well, I—— ‘ 

The Cuarrman. Were they given undesirable discharges? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That action was taken in the Department of the 
Army, and all of the information I have was on the office memorandum 
which I had before me a few minutes ago. 

The Cuarrman. What were your instructions, if any, with respect 
to bringing these officers like Peress and the other five who had taken 
the fifth amendment on their forms, personnel forms—what were your 
instructions with reference to bringing them in and placing them on 
active duty. Now, you performed that service; did you not? 

(Senator McCarthy returned to the room.) 

Mr. Kirxxanp. No, sir. The Medical Section initiated action to 
put them on active duty. 

The Carman. It was the Medical Section that initiated that 
action ¢ 

Mr. Kirkuanp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You worked closely with the Medical Section at 
this time on these medical cases; did you not? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I did, sir. 

The Cuarrman, Did you have any instructions at all with respect to 
bringing them and placing them on duty prior to the time that they 
filled out these forms? 

Mr. Kirxianp. None whatsoever. 
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The Cuatrman. Did I understand that the one that was referred to 
as a Communist, an admitted Communist, you did not get that form 
until after he had been commissioned ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxxianp. That is right, sir. 

The CuarrMan. So that the procedure at that time was to give them 
their commission and then later have them fill out these forms that 
would give the information with respect to whether they were Com- 
munists or would take the fifth amendment? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That istrue. I might add, and I am quite sure that 
I am correct, that many officers were placed on duty before they sub- 
mitted any forms. 

The Cuarrman. Many of them were placed on duty before any 
forms at all? 

Mr. Kirkianp. We were just lucky they were not fifth amendment. 
cases, too. 

The Cuarrman., I believe that is all. 

Mr. Juuiana. Mr. Kirkland, you were interviewed by the staff a 
few days ago; is that correct ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Juniana. And your testimony here this morning was that as 
a result of talking to someone in the Pentagon you have refreshed 
your memory ; is that right ? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. Yes. 

Mr. Jurzana. With whom did you converse in the Pentagon? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well, I talked to Colonel Murray, Col. John F. T. 
Murray, in the Secretary of the Army’s office, and I talked to Gov- 
ernor Brucker here with me. I talked to Major Ivan. 

Mr. Jutiana. Did any of these gentlemen advise you that there 
were certain things on which you could not testify ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. They did not, sir. 

Mr. Jux1ana. Now, when you were in the First Army, you testi- 
a Gant you had approximately 15 people in your branch; is that 
right? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is right. 

Mr. Jutiana. And I think that I understood you correctly, and 
you said 1 or 2 of these 15 processed these forms such as the Peress 
form; is that right? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jutiana. Now, Major Van Sickle testified yesterday that ap- 
proximately 2,000 officers were processed a month. Would you have 
processed approximately the same number of officers each month? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Not the doctor-draft cases. He would not recom- 
mend all of those he received for appointment, you see. 

Mr. Jut1ana. How many approximately did your branch process 
per month? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Well, if I remember correctly, the doctor draft 
<a in periodical programs, which would average over 100 a 
month. 

Mr. Jutiana. Over 100 a month? 

Mr. Kirktanp. Well over 100 a month. 

Mr. Jutzana. So, therefore, in most cases one man would be as- 
signed to process these forms and in some cases you would assign an 
additional man. Is that true? 
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Mr. Kirxianp. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Jutiana. Was that sufficient manpower to process these forms? 

Mr. Kirxuianp. I would say at times it was not enough. 

Mr. Jutiana. It was not, and, therefore, you were overloaded with 
work at times? 

5 at Kirkianp. That is in writing, where I had asked for additional 
elp. 

Mr. Jutiana. What rank or grade were these two individuals that 
processed these forms? Were they officers, or clerks, or what? 

Mr. Krrxianp. They were clerks. 

Mr. Juxtana. Enlisted men in the Army or civilian employees? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Civilian employees. 

Mr. Juxiana. Do you know whether or not they had any training 
or experience in processing forms concerning loyalty information ¢ 

Mr. Kirxianp Well, I would like to make clear that the only ex- 

erience that was necessary in our case was the completeness of the 
items on the forms. If I make myself clear on that—— 

Mr. Juxiana. I think you would agree with me that the person 
processing the form would at least have to know what the Commu- 
nist Party was, and we will agree with that, won’t we? 

Mr. Krreianp. Not necessarily, sir. That was a G-2 function, 
their responsibility. 

Senator McCartuy. What did you say? Will you give me that 
question and answer ? 

(The reporter read the question and answer.) 

Mr. Jut1ana. That is very interesting, because it brings me up to 
another point that I would like to ask you about. You previously 
testified that G-2 outranks the AG. Is that right, in Army channels? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true; yes, sir. 

Mr. Juxrana. Could you explain that just a little bit for us? What 
do you mean by “outranks” ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. In the Army Headquarters, it is made up of two 
separate staffs, the General Staff, which consists of four sections, and 
the Chief of Staff’s Office. While the Adjutant General’s section is 
in what they call the special staff, which on all charts, functional 
charts, operates under one of the G sections. 

Mr. Jun1ana. Well, under this chain of command, it is conceivable 
that a fifth amendment Communist could be recognized by the AG 
and yet G—2 will not take any action. That is conceivable, is it not? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true; yes, sir. 

Mr. Juxiana. Now, to g° back to your testimony about these 5 
cases, you said that you think that there might have been 6 of the 
fifth amendment cases pass through your branch. Is that right? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is positive cases; yes. 

Mr. Jun1ana. Positive cases? 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes. 

Mr. Juuiana. Now, Senator McCarthy asked you a couple of 
questions concerning your interview with the staff in which you 
mentioned 25 to 30 cases. Now, what type of information did these 
25 to 30 cases embrace? 

Mr. Krrxuanp. Sir, that would include—you see I handle ROTC 
commission for the entire First Army Area, and that would include 
some 2,000 ROTC graduates, and other direct commissions. They 
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might, or the type of cases they were, an applicant might in his ad- 
mission of declaration, he would say he attended a particular meeting 
of a particular organization. In that case it would be referred to 
G-2, and he would be investigated and eventually cleared. 

Mr. JurianA. Would you consider such a case as a security case ¢ 

Mr. Kirxuanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jut1ana. You would? 

Mr. Krrguanp. Yes. 

Mr. Juxiana. These 5 officers that applied for commissions and 
were honorably discharged—the testimony here is that 3 of them, 
and the document will ae me out, which is now an exhibit, 3 of 
them received undesirable discharges as enlisted men. Therefore, we 
have three men who were given honorable discharges as officers but 
yet are given undesirable discharges as enlisted men. Is that correct? 

The Cuamman. Five were given honorable discharges as officers? 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is true. 

Mr. Juana. But three of them received undesirable discharges as 
enlisted men. 

The Cuarrman. You said three? 

Mr. Juiiana. I am limiting it to three that got undesirable 
discharges. 

Mr. Kirxianp. That is according to this paper. 

Senator McCarruy. Is there any reason on God’s earth why a 
Communist should get an honorable discharge as an officer and an 
undesirable discharge as an enlisted man? Is there any possible rea- 
son for that? 

Mr. Kirxxanp. I don’t see any reason why; no, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Just a little more of the same thing we are 
hearing about. 

Mr. Juui1ana. I don’t know whether I understood your answer to 
Mr. O’Donnell, but in response to his question to this effect, if you 
had become aware of this derogatory information on Peress, or the 
fact that he took the constitutional privilege on these forms, I believe 
you said he would have been taken to trial. Am I right on that? 

Mr. Kirgianp. No; I said if it had been discovered, along with 
the other five, that he would have been included also. 

Mr. Juwiana. He would have been what? 

Mr. Kirxianp. He would have been included in the same action 
taken as to the five. 

Mr. Jutiana. Those five weren’t taken to trial, were they ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I didn’t say trial. 

Mr. Juuiana. Well, I must have misunderstood. 

Mr. Kirxianp. You probably did. 

Senator McCarruy. I have just one question. I was absent from 
the room for about 5 minutes and you may have answered this, I do 
not know. When did you first learn that Peress was a fifth-amendment 
case, if you recall ? 

Mr. Kirxianp. I don’t recall, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. But you did learn it before he was called to 
active duty. Is that correct? 
~ Mr. Kirxxanp. No, sir; I wouldn’t say that I did. I don’t recall 
that I did. — . 


(Senator Jackson left the room.) 
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Senator McCarruy. How long were you in the military ¢ 

Mr. Krrkuanp. Sixteen years. 

Senator McCarruy. Sixteen years? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Yes, sir. : 

Senator McCarruy. Could I ask you this: Do you think it is a 
good policy to give honoroble discharges to members of the Communist 
conspiracy ¢ 

Mr. Kirxuanp. I do not, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. All right, you are excused, Mr. Kirkland, for the 
present. 

The next witness is Maj. William O. Prettyman. Come around, 
Major. 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Major Prerryman. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MAJ. WILLIAM 0. PRETTYMAN 


The CHamman. Have a seat. 

The Chair wishes to announce that another officer in the Personnel 
Section in the Intelligence Branch of the First Army would ordinarily 
be the next witness, or be the witness that we would call at this time, 
but he only arrived this morning, and the staff has not had an oppor- 
tunity to interview him. Therefore, we will have to skip that fink 
for the present and proceed with Major Prettyman. 

All right, Mr. Tierney, will you proceed. 

Mr. Trerney. Mr. Chairman, in order to clear the record, the inter- 
view with Major Prettyman stemmed from the fact that he was re- 
corder to a board which approved a request of Irving Peress for can- 
cellation of his overseas assignment. 

Now Major, would you give your full name and your current as- 
signment ¢ 

Major Prérryman. My name is William O. Prettyman, Jr., and 
I am presently Chief, Personnel Actions Branch, of the Surgeon 
General’s Office. That is the Personnel Division. 

Mr. Tierney. Major, in early March of 1953, you were, were you 
not, Assistant Chief of the same Branch? 

Major Prerryman. That is correct. 

Mr. Trerney. In addition to your normal duties, you acted as a 
recorder for a board which usually considered requests for deferment, 
compassionate leave, or cancellation of overseas assignment? 

Major Prerryman. That is correct. 

: so Tierney. In your position as recorder, what were your func- 
tions 

Major PretrymAn. My functions in general were to cast a vote, 
and also to complete the Soond final action. 

Mr. Tierney. Were j= actually a member of the board as such? 

Major Prerryman. I was a voting member of the board as such. 

Mr. Tierney. Now, in cases such as this—first of all let me ask you, 
do you specifically recall during this time the board for which you 
were recorder considering the request for cancellation of overseas 
assignment for Irving Peress? 
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Major Prerryman. I have no independent recollection of that, sir. 
Mr. Tierney. But I assume that you have acquainted yourself with 
the records dealing with that particular aspect of it? 

Major Prerryman. That is true. 

Mr. Tierney. Now, generally, Major, in considering requests of 
this nature the material to be furnished the board for their con- 
sideration 

Major PrerrymMan. A clerk who was responsible for the processing 
of such cases would secure a 66, which is the officer’s qualification 
record, and the status card. 

Mr. Trerney. What was the nature of the status card ? 

Major Prerryman. The status card normally contained entries 
pertaining to recommendations regarding assignment, and it also 
would contain information if a flagging action was received. 

Mr. Trerney. What do you mean by a flagging action ? 

Major Prerryman. A flagging action would be a form submitted 
under appropriate Army regulations which would have been entered 
on the status card, and would indicate whether or not certain other 
actions should be taken. 

Mr. Tierney. In this particular case, I would like to pass up to you 
a photostatic copy of a record relating to the board. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Tierney. Would you please identify that material ? 

Major Prerryman. I would identify this as a Eemeniaie copy of 
a cover or board summary sheet concerning the deferment from over- 
seas assignment in the case of Peress. 

Mr. Trerney. What is the date of that, sir? 

Major Prerryman. March 8, 1953, was the date that action was 
started. 

Mr. Trerney. You mean that was the date on which the board con- 
vened to consider this matter ? 

Major Prerryman. The board did not convene, sir, as a group. 

Mr. Tierney. Will you explain that, please? 

Major Prerryman. It was the policy in effect that this case, as were 
all cases of an overseas deferment nature, would be referred to the 
board members independently. That is, they would be routed from 
office to office of the respective member. 

Mr. Tierney. From this paper, can you get the officers who were 
members of the board, and who considered this request ? 

Major Pretryman. This form will reflect—— 

The Cuarrman. Let us get through with the pictures for a little 
while. It is disconcerting, and you certainly have enough by now. 

Proceed. 

Major Pretryman. This form will reflect that Colonel Ursin, Med- 
ical Corps, recommended approval of the request, and it will reflect 
that a dental officer, initials E. W. C.,-approved the request, and it 
will also indicate that I was in accord with that action. 

Mr. Trerney. Now, the officer initials E. W. C., I think it has been 
determined that that was Brig. Gen. Egbert W. Cowan; is that 
correct ! 

Major Prerryman. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. All members of the Board approved the action ? 
Major Prerryman. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Trerney. I will now pass for your identification, Major, this 
document. 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Tierney. Would you please identify that document? 

Major Pretryman. This is the letter or a photostat of a letter dated 
February 27, 1953, and it indicates in the upper left-hand corner 
“Peress, Irving,” and there is a serial number and it has a hole punched 
through it and I am not able to identify it; and— 

Captain, Dental Corps, 61-39 79th Street, Middle Village, 79, New York. Sub- 
ject: Reassignment. To: The Adjutant General, Washington 25, D. C. 

It contains 3 paragraphs and it is signed by a signature purportedly 
that of Irving Peress, and it lists 10 enclosures. 

Mr. Tierney. That letter is Irving Peress’ request of the Adjutant 
General for cancellation of his assignment overseas? 

Major Prerryman. That would be my opinion; yes, sir. 

Mr. Trerney. This was a normal case; or this letter along with any 
ae documents which you may have submitted would be con- 
sidered by the Board ¢ 

Major Pretryman. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. I now pass to you a second letter. 

The Cuarrman. The two previous documents presented to the wit- 
ness may be made exhibits and numbered soeurdingly 9, 10, and 11. 
Likewise the one that he now is identifying. (Exhibits Nos. 9, 10, and 
11 appear in the appendix on pp. 151, 152.) 

Mr. Trerney. Will you a that letter, please. 

otostat of a letter dated January 24, 
1953, and the letter heading is “Max Gruenthal, M. D., 25 West 81st 
Street, New York 24, New York” and there was a telephone number— 
Iam sorry, I can’t make out the rest of it. 

Mr. Trerney. That is not necessary. 

Major Prerryman. It is “To Whom It May Concern.” The letter 
contains three paragraphs and it contains a signature purportedly 
that of Max Gruenthal, and it is signed as Max Gruenthal, M. D. 
qualified psychiatrist diploma, American Board of Psychiatry and 
Neurology. 

Mr. Tierney. This is a letter from Dr. Gruenthal, a psychiatrist, 
supporting Major Peress, or Captain Peress at that time, request for 
cancellation of his overseas assignment because of psychiatri¢ dif- 
ficulties which Mrs. Peress had at the time? 

Major PrerryMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. This, under normal circumstances, would have been 
considered by your Board ? 

Major Prerryman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. You do not specifically recall them ? 

Major Prerryman. I don’t specifically recall them. 

Mr. Trerney. I will now passa third letter. 

(A document was handed to the witness. 

Mr. Tierney. Would you please identity that document ? 

Major Prerryman. This is a letter under date of February 17, 1953, 
and the heading is “New York University, Bellevue Medical Center, 
of New York University”; and “University Hospital, formerly New 
York Postgraduate Hospital,” with the address. It concerns Jill 
Peress, 61-39 79th Street, Middle Village, N. Y. It is addressed “To 


Major Prerryman. This is a.p 
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whom it may concern.” It contains two paragraphs and it is signed 
by a physician as administrator, Edward M. Bernecker ; and the letter 
further indicates that the contents was dictated by Rosa Lena, M. D., 
examining physician. 

Mr. Tierney. That letter also is in support of Irving Peress’ request 
for cancellation of his overseas assignment ¢ 

Major Prerryman. I presume it would have been, sir, and I have 
no recollection of the letter itself. 

Mr. Tierney. The nature, as you read the letter, the nature of the 
letter is to the effect that Irving Peress’ daughter was being treated at 
this particular hospital ; is that correct ? 

Major Prerryman. Yes, sir; they refer to it as the Child Guidance 
Clinic. 

The Cuarrman. May I inquire are these letters that you now have 
the witness identifying, are they letters that were considered by this 
Board at the time the overseas assignment was cancelled? Is that a 
part of the file and the record upon which you made your decision ? 

Major Prerryman. Based upon a review of the record, sir, these 
letters would have been with the file. 

The CuamrMan. Do you have any personal recollection of them? 

Major Prerryman, I do not, sir. 

The Cuaiman. All right, proceed. That may be made an exhibit, 
No, 12. 

(Exhibit No. 12 appears in the appendix on p. 153.) 

Mr. Trerney. I will now pass another document to the witness. 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

Mr. Tierney. Would you please identify that document? 

Major Pretryman. This appears to be a telegram addressed to 
AFD, ARC, North Fort Lewis, Wash., and it is a true copy signed by 
Alfred M. Gade, first lieutenant, AGC, Assistant Adjutant General. 
It has reference to the New York Chapter, American Red Cross, 
New York, N. Y., and contains statements from Dr. Gruenthal regard- 
ing Mrs. Peress. 

The Cnarrman. That will be exhibit No. 13. 

(Exhibit No. 13 may be found in the files of the subeommittee. ) 

Mr. Tierney. Now, this in effect is the result of the Red Cross in- 
vestigation conducted for the benefit of Irving Peress in support of 
his request for cancellation of overseas assignment ? 

Major Prerryman. It would seem to me that is what it is; yes, sir. 

Mr. Trernry. Now, this particular investigation was conducted at 
the request of Irving Peress; is that correct? 

Major Prerryman. I have no knowledge of that fact, sir. 

Mr. Trerney. For the record we have been advised by the Army 
that this particular investigation was actually at Irving Peress’ re- 
quest. 

Now, this investigation is confined, am I correct, Major, to an inter- 
view of Dr. Gruenthal ? 

Major Pretryman. As I read this telegram, it is confined to Dr. 
Gruenthal’s statements. 

P a Tierney. No other investigation was conducted by the Red 
ross 

Major Prerryman. Based upon this telegram, sir, it would appear 
there was none. 
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Mr. Trernry. What effect under ordinary circumstances is given 
by the Board to investigations conducted by the Red Cross? 

Major Prerryman. Sir, I cannot speak for the other members of 
the Board, since we act as individuals. In my opinion, I would place 
a great deal of weight upon a Red Cross investigation. 

Mr. Tierney. As you recall these documents, which under normal 
circumstances would have been presented to your Board, realizing you 
have no independent recollection of them, but as you recall them now, 
would you at the present time also give or approve a request based on 
documents of that nature? 

Major Prerryman. I as an individual would, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. I now pass to you the photostatic copy of another 
document. 

(Document handed to witness.) 

The Cratrman. The clerk is numbering these documents as ex- 
hibits, and this will be No. 14. 

(Exhibit No. 14 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

We will proceed. 

Mr. Tierney. Identify that document, will you please, Major ? 

Major Prerryman. I would identify this as a photostatic copy of 2 
status card. This particular card has reference to Irving Peress, and 
it records his serial number, 01893643, indicates he is in the Dental 
Corps. It further indicates his date of birth, home address, and indi- 
cates he was a captain on January 1, 1953, and a major on November 2, 
1953. It further indicates that his active-duty category would be 4, 
with an expiration date of December 31, 1954. It contains several 
entries concerning recommendations to the Adjutant General, orders 
issued by First Army calling Peress to duty, and it contains an entry 
regarding a recommendation, and subsequent orders relieving Peress 
from assignment in Medical Field Service School with assignment 
overseas, and it contains an entry referring toa DA, AGO Form 268, 
not to be reassigned without consulting his 201 file (confidential). 

Mr. Trerney. What is the date of that entry ? 

Major Prerryman. There is no entry, sir. 

Mr. Trerney. Is there any date at all on that particular column 
that you are reading ? 

Major Prerrrman. Not the date of any recommendation. There is 
a date which would indicate the 268 is February 12, 1953. 

Mr. Trerney. Now, we have been informed by the Army that as 
close as they can determine, that entry was made between March 2 and 
March 4 of 1953. If that be the case, under normal circumstances, this 
would have been available to you, and the Board, for its consideration 
when they were considering the request of Irving Peress; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Brucker. Just a moment, please. Do you understand there are 
two questions involved, and do you understand the question ? 

Major Prerryman. There are two questions, sir, and we said under 
normal circumstances, 

Mr. Tierney. Under normal circumstances, the status card is con- 
sidered by the Board when they review requests of this nature. 

Major Prerryman. The status card should have accompanied under 
normal circumstances. 

Mr. Tierney. That is right, and to make the record perfectly clear, 
we realize there is no record definitely indicating that this particular 
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status card was reviewed by the Board, but nevertheless, under normal 
circumstances, it would be. 

Major Prerryman. I would have to assume it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Trerney. Is that correct? 

Major Prerryman. Yes. 

Mr. Tierney. Furthermore, if this status card were considered by 
the Board, that entry, since it was made between March 2 and March 4 
of 1953, would have come to the Board’s attention inasmuch as the 
Board considered this case on March 9. 

Major Prerryman. It should have been there for the members of 
the Board to have seen. 

Mr. Tierney. Assuming that it was available, would this have made 
any difference in the actual results reached as to this particular 
request ¢ 

Major Prerryman. Are you referring, sir, as to whether I as an 
individual would have still recommended the deferment of Peress ? 

Mr. Tierney. That is right. 

Major Prerrrman. I would still have recommended his deferment. 

Mr. Tierney. Even though there existed the possibility of deroga- 
tory security information in the file concerning this individual? 

Major Prerryman. My action regarding the deferment from over- 
seas would have been based upon the documentations, and the com- 
passionate aspects. 

Mr. Tierney. Are you able to state whether or not the same ap- 
proach would be made by members of the board ? 

Major Prerryman. I cannot, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. Wasn’t there any procedure established as to what 
documents would or would not be reviewed ? 

Major Prerryman. Generally the request would have had with it at 
least the 66, and the status card. Again, sir, I have no recollection 
that this was with it, nor can I say it was not with it. 

Mr. Tierney. Assuming this form was with it, Major, and you did 
see that entry, would you have proceeded any further, or would you 
have called for the file that relates to it? 

Major Prerryman. I would have called for the file unless I would 
have acquired knowledge previously in the course of my business by 
which I would have felt in my own mind that I was familiar with 
what this particular entry was referring to. 

Now, that would have meant within a reasonable span of time. 

Mr, Tierney. In other words, you would not definitely recall this 
file to determine what the nature of the information concerning the 
man was? 

Major Prerryman. I would not definitely in all cases have called 
for it, if I felt I was sure what that entry was. Let me put it this 
way, sir: If within a brief span of time I had been camel of infor- 
mation and I felt that I was fully aware of what that information 
was, or what that particular entry referred to, I would not have 
called for the file. Had I not been reasonably assured in my own 
mind there as to what that entry was referring to, I would have 
called for the file. 

Mr. Tierney. You are saying that assuming you were aware of the 
nature of that information through other sources, or previously 
aware of its nature. Let us assume you were aware of its nature, and 
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that it was security information; would that have affected your 
decision in any way ! : : 

Major Prerryman. No, sir, in view of my understanding of perti- 
nent department policies regarding the handling of security cases, 
subsequent to the individual’s entry on active duty, I would not have 
believed that the retention of Peress in the United States was in 
conflict with those policies. 

Mr. Tierney. Under the procedures which you were aware of, 
could any officer who requested, say, compassionate leave, or cancella- 
tion of overseas assignment, could any officer, or would any be granted 
that request if they simply submitted the letters of two doctors? 

Major Prerryman. No, sir, there were certain standards that had 
to be met. 

Mr. Tierney. What were they? 

Major Prerryman. In general, that death would occur of an im- 
mediate member of the officer’s family, or the individual’s family, 
within a year, or that his departure would cause an adverse effect 
upon the patient. : : 

Another part would be that the illness or the disease was not in 
existence at the time of the individual’s enlistment or entry on active 
duty, and there were some financial aspects, sir, which in effect would 
indicate that the individual had to remain in the States in order to 
solve those. 

Mr. Tierney. Now, if an officer would really state some of those 
reasons, which you have listed, in a letter, and attach to his letter ad- 
ditional material from, say, two doctors, would that be sufficient? 

(Senator Symington entered the room.) 

Mr. Trerney. In other words, would you give complete credence to 
the letter of the applying officer and the doctors which he happens to 
submit ? 

Major Prerryman. We normally gave credence to the statement 
of the physicians, and we had no reason to question their statements. 

Mr. Trerney. As you recall this case, from your review of this ma- 
terial, what was the nature of the information furnished in Peress’ 
letter, and the letter of the two doctors which would cause you to make 
a recommendation that his request be granted ? 

Major Prerryman. The statement of one physician, I believe Dr. 
Gruenthal, would indicate that Mrs. Peress had been under his care 
for a period of time. However, he further indicated that on Jan- 
uary 19, 1953, which was subsequent to the date of Peress’ call to 
active duty, she came to him in a state of panic. The doctor further 
indicated that there was a problem with one child who was under 
psychiatric care, and there was an additional child in the family.. Dr. 
Gruenthal, as I recall his statement, further indicated that in his 
opinion the presence of the officer, Peress in this instance, was neces- 
sary in order to prevent the disintegration of the family as a unit, and 
to maintain the whole equilibrium of that family. 

Mr. Tierney. I have no further questions. 

The CuamrMan. As I understood you, you do not recall the Peress 
case specifically. 

Major Prerrrman. That is true, sir. 

The Crarrman, You are testifying only from records, from re- 
freshing your memory from records that you have seen recently ? 

Major Prerryman, That is true, sir. 
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The Cuamrman. Some question has been asked you here with respect 
to the status cards showing some derogatory information or indicating 
that there was derogatory information in this file, is that correct? 

Major PrerrymaN. I am sorry, sir, I did not hear all of the ques- 
tion. 

The Cuarrman. I understood all of your testimony that the status 
card that you referred to here indicates that there is some derogatory 
material in his file. 

Major PretrryMan. That is true, sir. 

The CuairmMan. Is that correct? 

Major Prerryman. That is true. 

The Cuarrman. You do not know whether you had this card be- 
fore you at the time that you passed on this case or not? 

Major Prerryman. I do not, sir. 

The Cuarrman. It is generally your custom to have the card? 

Major Prerryman. That is true. 

The Cuamman. Whether you had it in this instance, you do not 
know. 

Major Prerryman. That is true. 

The Cuarrman. And if you did have it, you don’t know whether 
that entry has been made on the card prior to the time that you con- 
sidered his application for cancellation of overseas orders. 

Major Prerryman. I believe it has been established, sir, that the 
entry was made somewhere between March 2 and 4. 

The Cuairman. If that is correct, would it has been on the card 
at the time you considered his application ¢ 

Major Prerryman. I would say “Yes,” sir. 

The Cuarrman. What effect would that have? You would not 
want to send a fellow overseas that was regarded as a security risk; 
would you? 

Major Prerryman. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Was that the policy of the Army, to ship them 
overseas ? 

Major Prerryman. It was my understanding, sir, of pertinent pol- 
icy of the Department that such individuals would not go overseas. 

The Cuarman. Well, assuming that a case had not been made, 
due to the family situation, had that come to your attention, would 
you have granted his request for cancellation of overseas orders? 

Major Prerryman. Sir, it would have only come to my attention 
by virtue of his request for compassionate reassignment. I did not 
handle Dental Corps officer assignments. 

The Cuamman. You do not handle those? 

Major Prerryman. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, you had only consideration of the 
condition of his family which he predicated his request on; is that 
correct ? 

Major Prerryman. His request was predicated on that; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. But then even considering it, if you found this 
additional information, that he was a security risk, you would be 
more inclined to grant his request anyhow, rather than send him 
overseas; would you not? 

Major PrerryMan. Possibly I would have, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. That was additional reason for not sending him 
overseas, if he is a security risk, and if the Army was dealing with 
him as such. ’ 

Major Prerryman. That is right, sir. 

The Cuarrman. But you found that the compassionate justification 
was there for his not being sent overseas, and that is what you 
your decision on ? 

Major Prerryman. As an individual; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. | am speaking of you. 

Major Prerryman. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The Board, as I understand it, did not confer 
about these cases, and the information just passed from one to the 
other, and each took his own independent action on it. 

Major Prerryman. That is true. 

The Cuatrman. How many were on the board ? 

Major PrerryMANn. There were several officers on the board, and 
I don’t recall by number, sir. 

The CHarrman. Anyway, the Peress request for cancellation of 
overseas orders was handled in a routine way. 

Major Prerryman. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. As far as you know. 

Major PretrymMan. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Brenpver. Major, did you get the impression from your 
examination of the documents submitted by the doctor in New York, 
and otherwise in the file, that Dr. Peress was eager to enter the serv- 


ice, or he was very happy in the service? 


Major Prerryman. No, sir; I have no impression regarding that. 

Senator Benver. You have no impression regarding that? 

Major Prerryman. No. 

Senator Benper. Whether he was reluctant or eager? 

Major Prerryman. I can only answer that in this way, sir, that 
the record would indicate that he was ordered to duty involuntarily. 

The Cuarrman. Just one moment. Mr. Juliana, you may proceed. 

Mr. Jutiana. Major, in this particular case, do the records reflect 
that the Red Cross did investigate the situation in the Peress family ? 

Major Prerrrman. The records would only indicate a telegram 
purportedly from the Red Cross. 

Mi . Juuiana. Well, if they had investigated, would that informa- 
tion be available to the board? 

Major Prerryman. The board would have only had the informa- 
tion that would have been furnished. 

Mr. Juniana. And they furnish a telegram? 

Major Prerryman. That is right. 

Mr. Junrana. Let us assume that they had a file with 15 memo- 
randa in it; are those 15 memoranda available to the board, if you 
request them ? 

Mae PrerrymMan. I cannot answer that one, sir. I have only 
seen Red Cross reports either in wire or in summary form. Whether 
or not it would be consistent with the policy of the Red Cross to fur- 
nish the results of their investigations, sir, I don’t know. 

Mr. Juxiana. In other words, you rely on either the tele or 
the memorandum in summary form furnished by the Red Cress 

Major Prerryman. That is right, sir. 
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Mr. Juniana. That is all I have. 
The Cuarrman. Major, so far as I know, that is the only testimony 
that we will require from you, and you may be excused. 

Mr. Brucker. Mr. Chairman, might I make a suggestion, please? 
I would like to suggest that in each of the cases of the witnesses, and 
the only reason I make it now is because I have noticed it has been 
asked twice before, but not this time, that the witness be interro- 

ated as to whether he knows Peress, or ever knew him, or had any 
ealings with him directly or indirectly, or any interest in the matter 

outside of the fact that he handled papers, or something of that kind. 

The Cuatrman. I think those questions have been asked. 

Mr. Brucker. I simply suggest it to go to all of them. 

The Cuarrman. I thank you very much for calling it to our atten- 
tion. 

Do you know Major Peress? 

Major PretryMan. No, sir. 

The Cmarrman. Did you ever know him? 

Major Prerryman. No, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Did you ever have anyone speak to you about him 
or asking you to grant him any favors or any special consideration ? 

Major Prerryman. None whatsoever. 

The Cuatrman. Did you ever receive any instructions to that effect 
from any of your superiors ? 

Major Prerryman. No, sir. 

The Cuarman. Or any request from any other member of the 
service of lower rank than ae 

Major Prerryman. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. So you know nothing about the case, and it was 
examined in a routine way? 
Major PrerryMan. Yes, sir. 
The Cuarmman. He was granted no special privileges by your board, 


<i you? 
ajor Pretryman. Not by me, and so far as I know, not by the 
board in which I sat, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, and you are excused. 

Mr. Tierney. May I state that Major Prettyman was interviewed 
by the Inspector General prior to the Inspector General filing his 
wend with the Secretary of the Army. 

ajor Prerryman. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. You were interviewed by the Inspector General ? 

Major Prerryman. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And his name appears on—— 

Mr. Trerney. His name appears on the list of 18 submitted by the 
Inspector General of the Army. 

The Cuarrman. That is stated for the record. 

Thank you very much, Major. 

The committee will stand in recess until 1: 30. 

(Thereupon at 12:10 p. m., a recess was taken until 1:30 p. m.) 


AFTER RECESS 


(The Senators present at the opening of the afternoon session were 
Senators McClellan and Symington.) 
The Cuarrman. The subcommittee will come to order. 
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Mr. Stambaugh, will you come forward, please? 

Hold up your right hand. 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. StampBavueu. I do. 

The Cuarrman. Have a seat, please. 

Do you have an attorney, Mr. Stambaugh ? 


TESTIMONY OF WILLARD B. STAMBAUGH 


Mr. Srampaveu. I do not, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Do you desire an attorney ? 

Mr. StampBavueu. I do not, sir. 

re CuarrMan. You have conferred with the staff, I believe, have 
you 
" Mr. Srampaven. I have conferred with Mr. pag ery sir. 

The Cuarrman. You have general knowledge then of what you will 
be interrogated about ? 

Mr. Stampavuen. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. All right, Mr. Kennedy, you may proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Will you give us your full name and address? 

Mr. SrampaueH. My name is Willard B. Stambaugh, 1496 South 
Irving Street, Denver, Colo. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Stambaugh, during the end of 1952, you were 
stationed with the First Army, is that right, in New York City? 

Mr. Strampavanu. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. And you were Chief of the Training Branch of G-2 
in the Headquarters of the First Army in New York City? 

Mr. Srampaven. Yes, sir. I was Chief of the Training Branch of 
the Intelligence Division of G-2 Section. 

Mr. Kennepy. In that capacity, Mr. Stambaugh, you handled the 
security applications for reserve personnel, both enlisted and officers. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Srampaven. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, Mr. Stambuagh, there were certain regulations 
in effect at that time dealing with the calling to active duty or the 
commissioning of individuals who had filled out these security epetine. 
tions, namely, DD form 98, and 98—A, and 398. Is that correct 

Mr. Stampauen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Krennepy. Now, before an applicant could receive a commis- 
sion, it was necessary for the particular branch of the First Army 
that was going to give him a commission to receive a check from you. 
Is that correct? Genaialiy. is that correct ? 

Mr. Stampavcnu. Generally, yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. There was one exception to that. Is that right? 

Mr. Stampaven. That is correct. 

_Mr. Kennepy. The exception was not stated, but it was inferred 
under the directives from the Army dealing with doctors and dentists 
that came into the Army. Is that right? 

Mr. Stampavucnu. That would be my interpretation of it ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. It was an inferred exception to this usual procedure? 

Mr. Srampaucen. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Kennepy. The exception arose from the fact that under the 
regulations issued by the Department of the Army, they provided that 
an applicant for a commission under the doctor or dentist or veteri- 
narian did not have to fill out forms DD 98, 98—A or 398 until after 
he had received hiscommission. Is that correct? 

Mr. Stampauau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. So, therefore, your check that would be ordinarily 
sent up to the various branches of the First Army would not be ap- 
plicable here because the applicant would already have been commis- 
sioned prior to the time that you received these forms 98, and 98—A, 
and 398? 

Mr. Stampaucu. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. During this period of time the form 398—during 
the end of 1952—form 398 for Irving Peress came to your attention. 
Is that correct? It came through your section. 

Mr. Stampaucu. At what time was that? 

Mr. Kennepy. This would be sometime between November 20 and 
December 1 of 1952? 

Mr. Stampavuenu. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. You have no definite recollection of that but you 
have reviewed the files at the Department of the Army down here, 
and you reviewed some of the files that we have and your recollection 
has been refreshed ? 

Mr. Stampavuau. Yes, sir; it has. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, you know that form 398 on which Irving 
Peress took the constitutional privilege arrived at least by December 1 
because on that date you took certain action with that form? 

Mr. Stampaveu. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. And you sent on December 1 this form 398 back to 
the Reserve Section and requested that there be three more 398’s sub- 
mitted as well as a fingerprint card in order to complete the file? 

Mr. Stampaven. Yes, sir. That action took place. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, at that time, there wasn’t anything on the form 
that came to you, when the 398 was first sent to you—there was nothing 
to indicate that this man was an exception to this general policy. 
That is that he was a doctor, dentist, or veterinarian ? 

Mr. Stampaven. There was nothing to indicate that he was other 
- the normal Reserve personnel which was processed through the 
office. 

Mr. Kennepy. So there was no way for you to know, therefore, 
that this man had already received his commission? 

Mr. Srampavenu. That is right. 

Mr. Krennepy. Now, I would ask you to identify this document, 
please. [Document handed to the witness. | 

Mr. Strampaven. This document is the paper which transmitted 
the initial copy of the form 398 to the Adjutant General’s Reserve 
Forces of First Army requesting 3 additional copies of that form 
398, and 1 copy of a fingerprint card for the purpose of a further 
investigation. 

Mr. Kennepy. May we have this, Mr. Chairman, made a part of 
the public record ? 

e Cuamrman. This form may be made an exhibit, No. 15. 

(Exhibit No. 15 appears in the appendix on p. 153.) 
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Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Stambaugh, is there any symbol or anything 
on that form that would indicate to you that at that time you did not 
realize that Irving Peress had already received his commission ? 

Mr. Stampaven. Yes, sir. This form indicates to me by the sub- 
ject matter on the form, this being a copy of a disposition form of 
the military, and it doesn’t show the exact word “subject”, but where 
that position is on the disposition form the subject matter is “applica- 
tion for direct appointment in ORC.” 

This would indicate to me this was a normal request for application 
in the ORC. 

Mr. Kennepy. What is the ORC? 

Mr. Stampaven. That is the Organized Reserve Corps. The ap- 
lication for appointment would an appointment to the Officer 
Reserve Corps. 

Mr. Kennepy. So at that period of time you did not realize that 
this man had already received his commission and would possibly be 
called to activeduty. Isthat right? 

Mr. Stampavuen. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. So at that period of time you did not take any steps 
to prevent him from being called to active duty ? 

fr. StampauGcH. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. This information remained in the possession of 
your section until the beginning of January. Now, you had evi- 
dently some sort of tickler system in which these forms would be 
brought to your attention after a period of a month or so. — Is that 
right? 

Mr. SrampauGH. Yes, sir. When I sent out correspondence such as 
this for additional information, it was made up in four copies, the 
original and three copies. The original and two copies went with 
the correspondence to the section intended for it, and a third copy 
was put in the chronological or log file of my branch section. e 
fourth copy would go in my suspense file which I review daily to 
see if there was anything that was holding fire too long. 

Mr. Kennepy. Why didn’t you just have these forms photostated 
instead of this delay of a month in order to get three more forms 
that were exactly the same? 

Mr. Stampavuen. It was the normal procedure to return the forms 
and get the original copies. One purpose was during investigations 
a good many times a specimen signature is nebdelt In addition, 
there had to be a fingerprint card before any possible use could be 
made of any forms we had in our possession on this man. Therefore, 
it would take no longer to get the 398 forms completed than it wouid 
to get the fingerprint card completed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then a delay of a period of at least a month would 
elapse while these three forms or similar forms were received and a 
fingerprint card was received, Is that right? 

Mr. Stampavucu. That is approximately so, sir, and it would be 
an approximate delay of about a month. 

r. Kznnepy. At that time, after you received these other forms, 
the action that you would take then would be to send them over to 
the Security Branch of the Intelligence Division. Is that right? 
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Mr. StamBavuen. Now, in this case it would be, and all cases were not 
of the same nature as this. This indicated that an investigation had 
to be conducted in order to determine the man’s integrity to a point 
of loyalty and so on. Therefore, when I would receive all of these 
forms back, I would compile them into one package, and then take 
them over to the other division of the G—-2 Section and turn them over 
to the Security Branch for a further action on them. 

Mr. Kennepy. And it would be up to them, then, to initiate an 
investigation. Is that right? 

Mr. StamBavuenu. That is correct. They would initiate it. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, that occurred on January 5, is that right, that 
you brought these forms over to the Security Section of the Intelli- 
gence Division ¢ 

Mr. Strampavucn. Mr. Kennedy, sir, this paper indicates that the 
forms were returned to my office dated January 5 with the request 
I made complied with. 

Now, it would depend upon if that was perhaps a Saturday that 
that was made up, | might not get it before Monday. So I would 
say that this was sent to me on the 5th, and I would get it within a 
day or two, and I would compile it within a day or two and get it to 
the Security Branch of the Cl Division. But it would be in well less 
than a week. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you know Irving Peress, Mr. Stambaugh? 

Mr. Srampaveu. I do not. 

Mr. Kennepy. Had anybody spoken to you regarding favorable 
action during this period of time for Irving Peress ? 

Mr. Stampaven. They did not. 

Mr. Kennepy. They did not? 

Mr. Stampaven. No, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Were you interviewed by the Inspector General 
prior to April of 1954? 

Mr. Srampauecn. I was, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Stambaugh, I understood you to say something 
~— “inferred exceptions.” What do you mean by inferred excep- 
tions 

Mr. Stampaven, Sir, Mr. Chairman, I don’t understand what you 
mean. 

The Cuarmman. Well, in the handling of doctors’ applications, you 
said there was an inferred exception to the general rule of processing. 

Mr. Stampaucn. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. What do you mean by inferred exceptions? 

Mr. Srampavueu. In the regulations, sir, the Army regulation itself 
is the ruling factor. The special regulations are derived from, or an 
interpretation of the Army regulation itself. I believe that that is 
the case of the makeup of the Army regulations. 

In one regulation it calls for this security check to be accomplished 
prior to any action for appointment or enlistment into the Army 
Reserve, or being brought into active duty. 

In a portion of the SR, which is a ruling factor, it upholds that, 
and then another SR which is a ruling factor pertaining to doctors 
and dentists has this inferred exception which hows the commission- 
ing of a doctor or dentist prior to him being sent the Forms 398, 98, 
and 98—A for completion and return. 
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The Cuairman. That is not a specific exception? I am trying to 
distinguish between a specific exception, one that is definitely covered 
by regulations, and what you term an inferred exception? 

Mr. Stameaven. Sir, Mr. Chairman, that regulations goes on to 
state this, that with certain exceptions or language to that extent, 
this regulation pertains, but it refers back to another or a third regu- 
lation which ties it back down again. So that it makes it an inferred 
exception, sir, I believe. That is a point I wouldn’t want to argue. 
But you have three regulations there in conflict with each other. 

The Cuarrman. You have three conflicting regulations and so you 
may infer from the conflict that you can do what one says you can’t do, 
| do what another one says you can do. 

Mr. StampavueH. Mr. Chairman, I believe the language is specific 
with this exception, that when the doctor or dentist is tendered these 
forms, it is after he has been commissioned. 

Now, that is an exception. Specific or inferred is enough for me. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, according to your interpretation 
you were perfectly within your instructions and the regulations which 
you had to guide you, in permitting these doctors and dentists to be 
Serpe OR prior to the time that they had filled out these required 

orms / 

Mr. StampaucnH. Pursuant to the regulations; yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. According to your interpretation of the regula- 
tions? 

Mr. Stampaucn. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuatrman. That was the policy at the time, and it did not just 
happen in the Peress case? It also happened in a number of other 
cases with respect to doctors and dentists, did it not ? 

Mr. Stampaucu. That they were commissioned before they received 
the forms necessary to act on security matters? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. StampBaueH. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. In other words, that was the policy of the Army at 
that time, iri the First Army at least ? 

Mr. StampaueH. Sir, that was the Army regulations and the special 
regulations which were interpretations of the Army regulation policies. 

The CHamman. So then the commissioning of Major Peress, or 
Captain Peress at that time, the commissioning of him before he com- 
pleted these security forms, was not contrary to the then policy and 
existing regulations in the First Army. Is that correct? 

Mr. Strampavuen. I don’t believe it was contrary to that policy. 

The Cuamman,. That is according to your eatetont 

Mr. StampBauen. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And many others were commissioned prior to the 
time that they had filled out these forms? 

Mr. Stameaven. That is a possibility. I don’t know specifically 
of any at this moment. 

The Cuarrman. I would like to know if we can determine whether 
the Peress case was an exceptional case standing alone by itself, or if 
that was the general practice and if others were commissioned accord- 


ingly ? 
Mr. Srampauen, Mr. Chairman, sir, on the Ist of December the 
Peress case was not an exception case standing by itself. 
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The Cratrman. In what respect did it later become an exception 
case standing by itself? 

Mr. Strampaven. In this respect, sir, that on the 1st of December 
there was no indication in running a security check that Irving Peress 
was already commissioned, and in the Reserve. 

The Cuarrman. Should that document you have already testified 
to and identified, and I do not remember what identification you gave 
it, but the document that caused you to send back for three additional 
copies, and also a fingerprint card—was that document in proper form 
since it did not indicate that he had already been commissioned ¢ 

Mr. Stampaveu. Insofar as it pertained to our section and my work, 
it was in proper form, sir. That is the way I received it. 

The Cuarmman. You were not supposed to know when you handled 
a case like that whether the fellow had already been commissioned 
or was applying for a commission, and you weren’t supposed to 
know that ? 

Mr. Stambaugh, I mean if regulations had been followed, the 
regulations then in effect, should not that document have indicated 
to you whether Peress had already been commissioned or whether he 
had simply applied for a commission ? 

Mr. Srampavuenu. Mr. Chairman, it should have been indicated 
one way or the other, either that he had been commissioned or applied 
for a commission, or indicated that he was brought in under the 
doctor and dentists draft. 

The Cuamman. But the particular document didn’t indicate either 
way? 

Mr. Stampauen. Not from the document I hold here, there was 
no way of determining that. 

The Cuarrman. If that is a correct photostatic copy of it? 

Mr. Srampavuen. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then the document did not indicate to you either 
of those three situations ? 

Mr. Stampavueu. That is correct. 

The Cuarmrman. Now, is that document in error by not indicating 
that to you according to the regulations then in effect 
_ Mr. Stampaven. In accordance with the regulations, no, sir, this 
is not in error. 

The Cuarmman. You had no regulations to require that document 
to indicate one of the three situations? What I am trying to de- 
termine is simply that document is the usual procedures, and the 
information was not required to be indicated on there whether he 
had already been commissioned or not? 

I do not know whether it is proper form or not. I do not know 
whether it was all done that loosely, or whether it is an exception 
and was not in proper form. I am trying to find out from you. 
You processed a good many of them. 

Mr. Stampauau. Yes, sir. 

The Cuareman. Is that the way they usually came to you? 

Mr. Stampauau. Sir, perhaps I don’t have the complete informa- 
tion. This initiating document which I was handed was a document 
from me to another section from where I had originally received 
the forms. Now, if I could see that original document that trans- 
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mitted those forms to me, I could tell you and answer your ques- 
tion as to whether the thing was in its proper form or not, sir. 

The Cuamman. Do you know where that original form is? 

Mr. Sramepaven. I do not know. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know it has been lost? 

Mr. Srampaveu. I don’t know whether it has been lost or not, sir. 

The Cuarmman. Counsel advises me that they tried to get it from 
the Army and apparently it has been lost. Do you know anything 
about that? 

Mr. Srampaveau. I do not, sir. 

The Cuamman. There was an original form though indicating to 
you when you received it? 

Mr. Srampaucu. That would be my presumption of this matter. 

The Cuamman. That was the usual course? 

Mr. Srampauen. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And you think certainly there was one that gave 
that indication to you? 

Mr. Srampaveun. I think certainly there was, sir. 

The Cuarman. Is it your custom to request fingerprint cards on 
all applicants? 

Mr. Srampaveu. No, sir; it isn’t. 

The Cuamman. Why did you request a fingerprint card in this 
case ? 

Mr. Stampaven. Because of the fact that Irving Peress’ papers 
indicated that there would have to be further investigation conducted. 

The Cuatrman. Why did they indicate that? 

Mr. Strampaveon, Sir, I have no way 

The Cuamman. What was there about his papers that indicated 
there would have to be a further investigation of him? 

Mr. Stamnaven. I would have to be told or see the papers in order 
to tell you that. It could only be a supposition for me to say 
otherwise. 

The Cuarman. You mean you cannot recall? 

Mr. Stampaven. I have not seen that paper since January of 1953. 

The Cuarrman. The form had on it a claim of the fifth amendment 

rivilege, if that was so would that indicate to you that there would 
1ave to be a further investigation ? 

Mr. Srampaveu. It certainly would, sir. 

The Cuarrman, If that was on the form, that is probably the reason 
why you requested fingerprint card on him? 

Mr. Stampauau. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And why you requested the other three copies, so 
that G-2 investigation could be initiated ? 

Mr. Srampaucu. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman,. And it was your duty to assemble those papers and 
then what did you do with them? 

Mr. Stampaucu. In this case it was assembled by myself sometime 
after the 5th of January upon my receipt of them. The records have 
shown in my review of them this morning that I transmitted these b 
hand carry to the Security Branch of the Counter Intelligence Divi- 
sion, G-2 Section, First Army, and I turned it over to them in a 
package, and requested a complaint-type investigation be conducted 


on Irving Peress. 
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The Cuamman. So, then, within a few days, after January 5, the 
Security Section of the First Army had knowledge of the Peress case, 
and of the fact that he had probably taken the fifth amendment ¢ 

Mr. Srampavuen. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. They had knowledge of it from that time through 
the rest of his military service? 

Mr. Srampaven. I believe so. 

The Cuamman. If his form DD 398 showed that, you transmitted 
that form to them showing that at the time, after you had procured 
three extra copies of it, plus a fingerprint card; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srampaven. Yes, sir. 

The Crairman. So they had full knowledge of it from shortly 
after the 5th of January throughout the rest of Peress’ career in the 
service ? 

Mr. SramBaven. That he had stood on the fifth amendment; yes, 
sir. 

The Cuamman. That made him a security case; did it not? 

Mr. Stampauen. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. You knew that? 

Mr. Stampavcu. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Those to whom you delivered the papers in the 
Security Division knew that, didn’t they ? 

Mr. Srampaven. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. So then the G-2 Section of the First Army was 
apprised of the fact that this Peress was a security case from the time 
you delivered those papers sometime shortly after the 5th of January 
1953? 

Mr. Srampaven. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Senator Bender, do you have any questions? 

Senator Bunver. Mr. Kennedy asked the witness whether or not 
you had any conversations previous to this regarding this case. 

Mr. Stampavuen. Previous to when, sir? 

Senator Brnper. Previous to when this occurred, in January of 
1953. You were not instructed or were you instructed to give this 
matter any special consideration ? 

Mr. SramBavuenu. Previous to this date in 1953, you say ? 

Senator Benprr. Previous to the time that this came to your atten- 
tion, yes? 

r. Srampauen. No, sir. 

Senator Benper. You had no conversation with anyone regarding 
it? ; 

Mr. Strampaveu. No, sir. 

Senator Bunver. Then you agree that mistakes will happen occa- 
sionally, do you? 

Mr. Strampavuen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. Why must you give them so much help? 

Mr. Stampaven. I am sorry, sir, if I have given them any help. 

Senator Benper. All sorts of things have been charged here, con- 
spiracy, and people in important positions are involved, and all because 
of a mistake or two on the part of subordinates. This whole matter 
is achieving the attention it has received, the attention of the entire 
Nation, and thousands of dollars have been spent in investigations, 
and all because of a couple of mistakes. 

Mr. Stampaven. Yes, sir. 





104 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


Senator Benovrr. Is that correct? Is that a correct observation? 

Mr. Srampaven. I believe that is a correct observation, sir. 

Mr. Juriana. Mr. Stambaugh, what is the date of that disposition 
sheet that has been made and exhibited here? 

Mr. Stampaven. Mr. Senator, the initial date is December 1, 1952. 
On the comment No. 2, the date is January 5, 1952, which evidently 
is a typographical error, and it should have been 1953. 

Mr. Ju.iana. My question is, What is the date of that particular 
document, and when was that document prepared? 

Mr. Stampauen. The reproduction of it, sir? 

Mr. Juuiana. No; the original. 

Mr. Stampaven. December 1, 1952, sir. 

Mr. Juuiana. Fine, thank you. Now, when you first learned of 
Peress and you first received these loyalty forms on which he claimed 
his Federal constitutional privileges, did you cause any checks to be 
made with the Security Division within the Army, or any other gov- 
ernmental agency to find out if they had any derogatory information 
on Peress ? 

Mr. Strampavueau. Sir, at that time I do not believe so. No. 

Mr. Juttiana. Would it have been your job at that time to initiate an 
FBI check on Peress? 

Mr. Stampaucu. No, sir, it would not. If the Senator does not mind, 
the application came to me for direct appointment in the ORC. It 
woul Sais been handled as any other application would have been 
handled at that time, and not knowing that this was a doctor or dentist 
draft case, it would have been handled exactly the same as if you had 
applied for a commission in the Officers Reserve Corps. 

Mr. Juuiana. To be very truthful with you, if I applied for a Re- 
serve commission in my corps, I would want an FBI check done on me, 
and I don’t care where I am going to be assigned. 

Now, you were with G-2 in New York City? 

Mr. Stampavuau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jutiana. Where was your office physically located ? 

Mr. Srastsauen. It was on Governors Island, on the third floor. 

Mr. Juuiana. Now, at 39 Whitehall Street, New York City, is the 
CIC Corps of the First Army. Is that correct? 

Mr, StampavucH. That is correct. 

ot J umiaNna. Is that office the one to which you sent these forms 
finally ? 

Mr. SrampaueH. No, sir. 

Mr. Jutiana. Where did you finally send the forms? 

Mr. Srampaven. If the Senator pleases, in the G-2 Section of First 
Army, there are 2 divisions, or there were 2 divisions. One was 
the Intelligence Division. That is where the Training Branch was 
situated in Intelligence Division, and I was the Chief of the Train- 
ing Banach, responsible for the security check. 

he other division of the G-2 Section was the Counter Intelligence 
Division. 

Now, don’t confuse that with the CIC. There is very little to do 
with that except coordination between the two divisions. 

In the Counter Intelligence Division was the Security Section, and 
they worked very closely with the CIC. My work was turned over 
to the Security Section, from my division to their division. 
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Mr. Jutiana. So we will have the record straight, my name is Mr. 
Juliana, and I am not a Senator. I am counsel for the minority. 

Mr. SrampaueH. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Juxriana. We haven’t met before, so I thought I would tell you. 

Now, who in First Army while you were there would initiate an 
FBI name check on Irving Peress, or anybudy coming into the Army ? 

Mr. Strampavuau. That would be within the Counter Intelligence 
Division, sir. 

Mr. Juurana. That was not your Division ? 

Mr. StamBaven. No, sir. 

Mr. Jut1ana, Have you ever made any name checks of the FBI 
in New York City? 

Mr. StampBavueu. No, sir. 

Mr. Juxtana, You had no authority to do that? 

Mr. Stampaven. I had no authority to do such. 

Mr. Joxuiana. That is fine. Thank you. 

The CuairmaNn, I have one other question, I believe. I understand 
that you may have expressed some disapproval or ees to bring- 
ing these people into the Army before they had filled out these forms. 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. StampavuGcu. The chairman doesn’t mind my answering in a 
little bit lengthy spiel here? 

The Cuatrman. Not too lengthy, but I want to get the facts, if you 
had protested it, and if so to whom, and what was the circumstances 
under which you objected to them being brought in without their 
having filed their security forms. 

Mr. Stampavuen. Sir, if the chairman pleases, may I ask the Army 
counsel if he is present here, if I am authorized to talk on that point, 
sir? 

The Cuarrman, Are you still in the Army ? 

Mr. Stampaven. No, sir, I am not. 

The Cuarrman. Well, you are authorized to talk about it. 

Mr. Brucker. Sure, go right ahead. 

The Cuarrman. You do not have to ask him, if you are a civilian. 
pie go ahead and talk, and talk under oath. We want to get the 

acts. 

Mr. Stampaven. With the loophole, sir, of allowing the doctors 
and dentists to become commissioned prior to them having obtained a 
security check certificate which was required from all other reservists 
appointed, then that allowed anyone to come in and be commissioned 
in the service prior to a clearance of this security check. That is 
prior to a security check. 

Now, this security check was not a clearance in itself. It was 
merely checking the local files available to the G-2 office and deter- 
mining if there was any derogatory information which would in any 
case make this man a security risk. 

The Cuarrman, Well, whenever they filed a form like 398 and took 
the constitutional privilege, that made them a security risk and that 
would be derogatory information in your office? 

Mr. StamBaven. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamrman. And so that is what you objected to, bringing them 
on in before that information was made available? ; 

Mr. Stampaven. That is absolutely right. 
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The Cuairman. T'0 whom did you object? 

Mr. Stampaveu. Sir, this is only remembrance on my part, and it 
has been for some time, but I believe that I discussed it with personnel 
of the Adjutant General’s Reserve forces, as well as personnel with 
the Army Surgeon General’s forces in Governors Island. 

The CuHamman. Can you identify those parties? 

Mr. Srampavuenu. Sir, I could name names as to whether they were 
the specific ones. They would have to identify themselves. 

The Cuarrman. Who was in charge of those offices at the time ? 

Mr. Srampavueu. In the Adjutant General’s Section I had corre- 
spondence through a Captain Kirkland, a Captain Dodd, and Colonel 

lum. Now, I believe a Lieutenant Delaney, and they were all in 
the Reserve forces of the Adjutant General’s Section. 

The Cuamman. According to your recollection, you discussed this 
with them, or some of them ? 

Mr. Srampaueu. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And expressed your disapproval of that procedure? 

Mr. Stampauau. Yes, sir, And also, in the Army Surgeon Gen- 
eral’s Section, Captain Van Sickle. 

Now, whether I discussed it with him or not, I had dealings with 
him on these matters, and perhaps I could have made my objections 
known then. 

The Cuarrman. Were any of them your superiors? 

Mr. StampBauanu. I worked under none of those. 

The Cuarrman. Did you discuss it with any of your superiors? 

Mr. Stampaveu. I believe that I probably had conversations with 
Major Freeman in the G-2 Section, in the Counterintelligence Divi- 
sion. 

The CuarrMan. You recognized the danger of that procedure, did 

out 
. Mr. Stampaucnu. Yes, sir; I felt there was danger there. 

The Cuarmman. And had your objection and disapproval of it been 
recognized by those who had the responsibility, the Peress case would 
have never happened ? 

Mr. Stampaueu. I could not answer that, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Well, it could have happened as it did, but they 
could have done something about it? 

Mr. SrampaveH. Perhaps so. 

The Cuarrman. Do you recall anything about 5 others who came 
in the service under similar conditions to Preis, 5 other doctors—— 

Mr. Stampaven. Sir, I don’t recall those. 

The Caatmman. Who were discharged? That is, who got their 
commissions, but who were discharged before being called to active 
service because their 398 and 98 forms revealed that they had taken 
either the fifth amendment or that they had‘ admitted some Com- 
mbnitigt connections. Do you recall 5 other cases along about that 
time 

Mr. Srampavucu. There were other cases and whether there were 
five or how many, I don’t know. 

The Cuarmman. You do know that there were others but you don’t 
know the number ? 

Mr. Stamepaven. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. They were never called to active duty? 

Mr. Srampaveu. That is correct. 
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The Cuamman. They were discharged, and given honorable dis- 
charges prior to the time they were called to active duty ? 

Mr. SrampBavucn. Well, I couldn’t say that they were even com- 
missioned, or enlisted, really. I could only say that there were cases 
where derogatory information was found to be present and the service 
had no use for them. 

The CHamrMAN. Well, had these forms been in your file at the time 
that they should have been there prior to the time that he was called 
into active duty, and this had been detected, then he could have been 
discharged and his commission withdrawn prior to the time he was 
called on active duty. That is the purpose of having the forms before 
they were called to active duty ; was it not ? x 

Mr. SrampBavuen. That is with the case of Major Peress; yes. If 
this had been present at an earlier date, it is quite possible that he 
could have been prevented from being called to active duty. 

The Cuatrman. He would be given the same treatment as was 
given the other five, or whatever the number was ¢ 

Mr. StamBavenu. That isa possibility, sir. 

The Crarrman. All right. Thank you very much. Mr. Kennedy 
has a question. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you ever have any arrangement with Captain 
Kirkland or Captain Van Sickle to call their attention to any appli- 
cant who had taken the fifth amendment on these forms, so that they 
would keep them from being called to active duty ¢ 

Mr. SrampavGnu. It was not a general practice for my office to in- 
form them directly that a man shouldn’t be called to active duty. 
But it was the general practice that as long as I held the forms for 
the security check or that I had submitted to them correspondence 
indicating that there would be further investigation necessary prior to 
a security check being able to be accomplished, that there would be 
no further action taken on that individual until such time as they 
received information from our office which would give them the go 
ahead. 

Mr. Kennepy. Because of the special problem under the directives 
issued by the Department of the Army to call these people anyway, 
did Captain Van Sickle, or Captain Kirkland come to you to make 
any arrangements so that they would know about these individuals 
prior to their being called to active duty ? 

Mr. Srampaven. Occasionally both Captain Van Sickle and Cap- 
tain Kirkland visited my office. 

Mr. Kennepy. What about this particular question? Did you have 
any arrangement whereby you would call their attention to these 
particular individuals? 

Mr. Stampaven. No, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you ever say to Captain Kirkland or to any- 
body else that you felt that these people should be called to active 
duty, and that thereupon you could watch over them or the intelligence 
agencies or intelligence divisions could watch over them and that was 
better than allowing them to run loose throughout the country ¢ 

Mr. Stampaven. I did not, sir. I feel if the chairman doesn’t mind, 
I feel that that would be like inviting some scoundrel into our house 
to let you watch him murder him. 


60030—55—pt. 2——-4 
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The Cuarrman. You have a pretty good idea of it. Thank you very 
much. That isall. 

Colonel Thomas. 

Do you solemnly swear that the evidence you shall give before this 
investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Colonel Tuomas, I do. 


TESTIMONY OF COL. RONALD F. THOMAS 


The CuatrmMan. You may proceed, 

Mr. Kennepy. Give us your full name, Colonel Thomas? 

Colonel THomas. Ronald F. Thomas, lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 

Mr. Kennepy. Where are you stationed now ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Seventh Army Headquarters, Stuttgart, Ger- 
many. 

Mr. Kennepy. When the investigation was initiated of Irving 
Peress on February 5, 1953, you were Chief of the Counterintelligence 
Division, known as the Security Division of G-2. Is that correct? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. In that capacity you were responsible for the initia- 
tion of the investigation of Irving Peress ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, if we can trace back on January 5, Mr. Stam- 
baugh has stated on or about January 5 this information that the 398 
and any other personnel information that he had on Irving Peress 
was transferred over to the Security Section of the Intelligence Divi- 
sion ; is that correct ? 

Colonel THomas. It is correct. But I would like to state at this 
time that as Chief of the Counter Intelligence Division I had three 
branches in my division that all had a part in this case. 

Mr. Kennepy. Good. 

Colonel Tuomas. There were 29 different actions that were taken in 
the Counterintelligence Division during the period from January 5 
until approximately February 2 when he was separated. Of those 
29 actions, I personally only had a part in 3 of them. So that if the 
counsel will permit me to refer to the records or my notes of the 
records of my division, I will be glad to testify to what those records 
contain, where I ——— had taken the action or not. 

Mr. Kennepy. You have some cards that you have taken notes from 
these papers, and they will refresh your memory ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir; I have. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair advises you that you are perfectly free 
to refer to them for thé purpose of salceahhts your memory. 

Colonel Tuomas. Another reason why I would like to qualify my 
fanswer on February 5 was because I did not become Chief of the 
Counterintelligence Division until February 27, 1953. Or January, 
January 27, 1953. 

Mr. Kennepy. From the examination you have made of the files 
contained in the section of which you were Chief, you are able to give 
us certain information ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Kennepy. Prior to the time that you came on as Chief, on 
January 5, Mr. Stambaugh had brought this information into the 
Security Branch of the Intelligence Division. Is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, the file and information remained in the Secu- 
rity Branch from January 14 of 1953?% 

Colonel Tuomas. That is true. 

Mr. Kennepy. What occurred in those 9 days? 

Colonel Tuomas. I might state at this time that when I took over 
as Chief of the Counterintelligence Division we had a backlog of 
11,000 security cases. 

The Caamman. How many? 

Colonel Tuomas. Over 11,000. 

The Cuarrman. In the First Army alone? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes; in the First Army alone, and we processed 
an average of 

Senator Jackson. How many are there in the First Army? 

Colonel Tuomas. How many what, sir? 

Senator Jackson. How many people? What is the total personnel 
in the First Army that he is responsible for ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. All of the people in the States of New York, 
New Jersey, and all of New England. 

Senator Jackson. What is that total? 

Colonel Tuomas. Military and civilian, all Department of Army 
civilians and all defense contractor employees, who are working on 
Government classified contracts, and all Department of the Army 
civilians employed by the Army, and all military. 

Senator Jackson. The bulk of it is civilian? 

Colonel Tuomas. And active-duty personnel. 

The Cuarrman. We are not to infer that the 11,000 security cases 
were all in the service? 

Colonel Tuomas. They are all pertaining to the services; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Civilian and military and active and those not 
on active duty? 

Colonel Tuomas. Mostly civilian cases; yes. 

I would also like to bring out at this time that we were processing 
an average of between 2,500 and 3,000 of these cases a month, and 
that our personnel at this time amounted to 7 officers, 1 warrant 
officer, and 12 civilians, when we were at full strength, and we were 
never at full strength during all of this year that is in question here. 

Senator Jackson. How many did you process a day? 

Colonel Tuomas. At that rate it would average about 100 a day. 

Senator Jackson. 100 a day? 

Colonel Tuomas. In the CT Division; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. You could go through 100 cases and pass on them 
with 7 officers? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. You really went through them? 

Colonel Tuomas. We had to in order to keep ahead of the backlog. 

Senator Jackson. Did you request—you had to what ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We cut the backlog down during the 13 months 
I was there from 11,000 to approximately 7,000. 

Senator Jackson. You had some pretty fast file shufflers. 
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Colonel Tuomas. Well, a lot of these individual actions were very 
minor in themselves. 

Senator Jackson. Did you request additional personnel ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I did on many occasions. 

Senator Jackson. And you were turned down, I take it? 

Colonel Tuomas. There was a freeze on military personnel in First 
Army, from May of 1953 until approximately September of 1953. 

Senator Jackson. In all categories? 

Colonel Tuomas. Civilian personnel, civilian help. 

Senator Jackson. Did you ask for additional military personnel ¢ 

Colonel THomas. Our table of distribution the on-strength did not 
authorize us any additional military personnel, although they were 
requested. 

Senator Jackson. But your table of organization ought to be 
adapted to a mission that has been assigned to you. You cannot take 
a platoon out and try to fight a division. : 

Colonel Tuomas. Action has been taken on that, probably as a re- 
sult of the requests initiated by us, and at the present time I under- 
stand that section has some 81 personnel. 

Senator Jackson. You mean 2 years later? 

Colonel Tuomas. Within just a few months later. 

Senator Jackson. Within a few months later? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. You are referring back now to 1952 and 19534 

Colonel THomas. January of 19538, and starting in September of 
1953, we began getting additional personnel. 

Senator Jackson. And you say additional personnel. What in- 
crease did you get in 1953 in the fall. You went up from 7 to what, 
roughly ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. I would not say. I don’t recall the exact num- 
bers, but there was probably 6 or 7 additional increases during 1953. 

Senator Jackson. When did you get to 81 ? 

Colonel THomas. I understand that is what they have now. 

Senator Jackson. That is what they have now, ‘but that is 2 years 
later ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I left there in February of 1954. At the time I 
left they were just begining to get, and they had the authorization 
for the increase, but they had not received all of the personnel. 

Senator Jackson. You could not carefully process 100 security cases 
a day with a total of 7 officer personnel, could you really? 

Colonel Tuomas. You are talking about processing one completed 
case, and I said different action on them. Now, 1 case, and in this 
particular case we had 29 different actions on it, and yet it was only 
1 case. So each action may have been in some cases just a little 
handwritten memorandum, or another case would be just a buckslip 
to the file section to make a file check, and things of that kind. 

Senator Jackson. But someone had to look in the file to know what 
to suggest ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is true. 

Senator Jackson. You couldn’t just throw in a form slip and say, 
“Check such and such.” 

Colonel Tomas. If the file check slip came back there was no file; 
that was the end of that one. 
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Senator Jackson. What kind of a file check are you talking about, 
a security check? 

Colonel THomas. G-—2 file check. 

Senator Jackson. But you could not go through 100 of them in a 
day to get what you ought to look for? 

Colonel Tuomas. We didn’t do the file check. The Administrative 
Division of G-2 did the file checking. They had their own personnel. 

Senator Jackson. When these cases came to you, all you would do 
was send their names, and address, and so on, and then have a file 
check made ? 

Colonel THomas. Yes, sir. 

That is the first thing the security branch did, was to request a file 
check. 

Senator Jackson. What did you do beyond that? Did you do any- 
thing beyond that ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We reviewed the papers that may have come in 
with the case at the time it came to us. 

Senator Jackson. But every case that came in, you automatically 
had a file check made of the individual ? 

Colonel THomas. Every what type of case? 

Senator Jackson. Every security case I am talking about. 

Colonel THomas, What do you mean by security case? 

Senator Jackson. Well, I mean where there are allegations or de- 
rogatory information as to security and/or loyalty ? 

Xolonel Tuomas. Yes, sir, in those cases we initiated a file check 
in every case. 

Senator Jackson. But nothing else? 

Colonel THomas. Well, after we saw the file check then we deter- 
mined what would be the next step. 

Senator Jackson. What if in a given case you had derogatory in- 
formation but you got a file check back that was negative, and never- 
theless based on the record prudence would indicate that you should 
initiate a field check ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We would initiate an investigation. 

Senator Jackson. You would initiate an investigation ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. You did not rely on the file check alone? 

Colonel Tuomas. The file check was only the first step to determine 
whether we already had an investigation on this individual, and it 
would be foolish to initiate one if we already had one in file completed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Well, Colonel Thomas, you went into the security 
section or branch around February 5 and it was brought over by 
Mr. Stambaugh, and it remained there until February 14. What oc- 
curred between February 5 and February 14? And what was the 
procedure ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. I think you said February 5. 

Mr. Krennepy. It was January 5 to —— 

Colonel Tuomas. On January 5 we received the papers in the CI 
division. 

Mr. Kennepy. What happened between January 5 and January 14? 

Colonel Tuomas. Our record indicates that Major Stambaugh hand- 
carried these Forms 98 and 98—-A and 398 to the CI division and; in 
turn, to the security branch. There it was put in the pile of incoming 
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cases. Sometime between the 5th of January and the 14th of January 
Captain Carriage, who was a member of the security branch, must 
have reviewed the file because on January 14 he made out a buck sli 
or an interoffice notation from the security branch to the personne 
actions branch in effect saying “Here is a case that looks like it belongs 
to you because it is a security risk and needs a complaint-type 
investigation.” 

Mr. Kennepy. Why wasn’t it sent to that branch originally, per- 
sonnel? Why did it go through security? 

Colonel Tuomas. All cases, coming into CI, go to the security branch 
initially. Only the derogatory cases are handled by the personnel 
actions branch. 

Mr. Kennepy. What is the purpose of sending them there, if the 
officer, like Mr. Stambaugh, realizes it is a derogatory case and why 
doesn’t he bring it to personnel instead of letting it stay there for 
9 days to get to the top of the list? Has that been changed? 

Colonel Tuomas. Not that I know of. The security branch handles 
all of them and then, after they are sorted out as to derogatory and 
routine, they go to the PA branch. He probably could have taken 
it to the PA branch initially and, if he had, it would have saved a 
little time, but I don’t know the answer to that. That was a matter 
between Major Stambaugh and the security branch. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on January 14 it was brought to personnel and 
finally on February 3, between February 3 and Fcoteuy 4, the case 
was brought to your attention. Now, what occurred in personnel be- 
tween January 14 and February 3? 

Colonel THomas. On the 28th of January 1953, Captain Phelan 
of the personnel actions branch sent a memorandum back to Major 
Stambaugh “Request present whereabouts of Captain Peress,” and the 
reply by Major Stambaugh was as follows: “At Medical Field Service 
School, Brooke General Hospital, Tex.” 


Mr. Kennepy. What happened then between January 14 and Janu- 
ary 28, when there was an attempt to find out where he was? Was 
there anything done or did it have to go to the bottom of the pile and 
come to the top again ? 

Colonel Tuomas. To my —— knowledge I couldn’t answer 

a 


that question, but as a general rule during that period of time would 
be the time when the file check was being initiated and waiting for a 
check of the G-2 files. 

Mr. Kennepy. Looking over the papers that you reviewed, there is 
nothing on them to indicate what was done during that period of 
time. 

Colonel Toomas. The file check was initiated by a very informal 
hand-written slip that goes from CI Division to the Intelligence Divi- 
sion, = those are not normally retained as a matter of permanent 
record. 

Mr. Kennepy. Is there any reason why that couldn’t have been 
done a month earlier, between the Ist of December and the 5th of 
January when it come over to you people? 

Colonel THomas. Only that file checks are normally initiated by 
the CI Division and not by the Intelligence Division. 

Mr. Kennepy. Has there been any change in that or is that still 
the policy ? 
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Colonel Tuomas. It was still in effect when I left there in February 
of 1954. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on January 28 there was an attempt to find 
out where he was and on February 3 he was at that time reported 
to have been out at Fort Sam Houston, Tex. ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on February 3 or February 4, it was brought 
to your attention, is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And on February 5—perhaps you would identify 
this document for me? 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

Colonel Tuomas. That appears to be a photostat of what we call 
a DF, or an interoffice memorandum, initiated by Captain Phelan, 
of the Personnel Actions Branch, addressed to the Investigations 
Branch, of the CI Division, Subject: Peress, Irving, Captain, Dental 
Corps, Serial No., dated 5 February 1953, paragraph 1 

Mr. Kennepy. You don’t have to read it. 

Colonel Tuomas. It initiated an investigation from the Investiga- 
tions Branch, which at this time was located as a part of the 108 
CIC Detachment at 42 Broadway and not 39 Whitehall. 

The Cuarmman. That will be made exhibit 16. 

(Exhibit No. 16 appears in the appendix on p. 153.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you look at this document, please? 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify that document, please ? 

Colonel Tuomas. The top one is another DF, signed by Captain 
Maxwell, over my signature, blocked, from G-—2 to the Medical Sec- 
tion, First Army, and to the AG-RF file. 

Mr. Kennepy. That notified the Office of The Surgeon General, 
G-2, and G-2 Fourth Army, that this investigation was being ini- 
tiated, is that correct ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir, this notifies Captain Van Sickle and 
— Kirkland, personally, that an investigation has been initiated 
on Irving Peress. 

The Cuarrman. What is the date of that? 

Colonel Tuomas. It isn’t dated—yes, it is, February 5, 1953 is 
written in ink, and that is the same date that appears on our record. 
So I presume it was rubber-stamped on here and didn’t show up in 
the photographing process. The reply or notation from Captain 
Van Sickle is dated Pehenene 6. So that confirms the approximate 
date of February 5 that we sent it out. 

Mr. Brucker. Just a moment, please. 

Colonel Tuomas. This did not go to the Fourth Army. That noti- 
fied the Reserve Section and the Medical Section, within our own 
headquarters, and this is an interoffice memorandum. 

Mr. Kennepy. That the investigation was being initiated ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. On that same day, on February 5, you sent a com- 
munication out to the Fourth Army, to Fort Sam Houston, Tex. ? 

Colonel Tuomas, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And stated that an investigation was being initiated 
on Irving Peress? 
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Colonel Tuomas. That is right; also notifying them that Peress 
had stated on his forms 98 and 98A’s that he was invoking the Federal 
constitutional privilege. 

The Cuaremman. That is exhibit 17. 

(Exhibit No. 17 appears in the appendix on p. 154.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on February 12 you notified the office of The 
Surgeon General, G-2, and AG, Department of the Army, that this 
investigation was being initiated ? 

Colonel Tomas. I would like to back up just a little bit. On 
February 5 we also sent a copy of the letter to G-2, Department of 
the Army, the same time we notified G-2, Fourth Army. Then on 
February 12 we followed it up with the Department of the Army 
form 268, which was sent to G-2, Department of the Army, The 
Surgeon General’s Office, 3 copies to The Adjutant General’s Office, 
and 1 copy to G-2, Fourth Army. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. O’Donnell is pointing to that on the chart. 

Colonel Tuomas. I can’t read your symbols from that. Will you 
read them for me? 

Mr. O’Donnett. OSG, G-2, AG, -—— 

Colonel Tuomas. Three copies to AG, that is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. The next event that occurred, thereupon, Colonel, 
investigation was initiated of Irving Peress; is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. In our DF of February 5 we requested an investi- 
gation to be initiated by our Investigations Branch, which was part 
of the 108 CIC Detachment. 

Mr. Kennepy. The answer is “Yes”? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes. 

Now, I say “Yes,” we requested it to be initiated, and I don’t know 
that they started it on that same day. 

Mr. Kennepy. Between February 26 and March 9, you received a 
communication from the Fourth Army that Irving Peress had never 
been to Fort Sam Houston; is that correct ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. So you checked to find out where he was and learned 
that the last information that you could find about him was that he 
had been sent to the Sixth Army out on the west coast? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. You learned that in fact Irving Peress had been 
down to the Fourth Army and had been stationed there, and you 
have learned wince that time? 

Colonel THomas. All we know is that his orders ordered him there 
and records indicate that he spent part of his tour of school there, 
then the schooling was cut short, ond he was sent out to the west coast 
for overseas assignment. 

Mr. Kennepy. The answer is “Yes”? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then, on March 9, you sent this letter, this same 
letter that you had sent out on February 5. And that letter was sent 
then to the Sixth Army, where you had been informed by the then 
Captain Van Sickle that Irving Peress was stationed at that time. 
You sent this same February letter back out to notify them that an 
investigation had been initiated; is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. It went through G-2, Department of the Army, 
to G-2, Sixth Army. 
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Mr. Kennepy. On April 21, this investigation that you had in- 
structed to be initiated on February 5 was completed by the Investiga- 
tions Branch and you were informed of that, to that effect; is that 
correct ? 

Colonel THomas. Yes, sir; we received the intelligence file from the 
Intelligence Branch. 

Mr. Kennepy. And that intelligence file was dated April 15 and 
you received notification on April 21? 

Colonel THomas. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. On April 24 you notified G-2, Department of the 
Army, AG, and G-2 of the Sixth Army that this investigation had 
been completed and that Peress had been found to be a security risk 
and should be separated from the service ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brucker. Just asecond. I want you to go over this and follow 
it. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was on April 24; is that right ? 

Colonel Tuomas. On April 24 we sent out the section 2 of the form 
268. 

Mr. Kennepy. Which stated what ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Which states what you just covered. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, Colonel, from the study of the records, you 
found that Irving Peress had in fact been sent to Camp Kilmer around 
or on March 12? 

Colonel THomas. Would you repeat that, please; I didn’t hear all 
of it. 

Mr. Kennepy. From a review of the records, you have learned since 
that time that Irving Peress was not out at the Sixth Army, that he 
was, in fact, at Camp Kilmer, and had been there since March 12? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. But you did not know that at the time? 

Colonel Tuomas. We didn’t know that until May 14, 1953. 

(Senators present at this time were Senators Jackson and 
McClellan.) 

Mr. Kennepy. On April 28 you sent a letter to G-2, Sixth Army 
again, via G-2, Department of the Army, the Office of the Surgeon 
General of the Department of the Army, with a summary of the inves- 
tigation ; is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then on May 14, you received notification from the 
Department of the Army that Irving Peress was not out on the west 
coast, but they had found that he was back at Camp Kilmer. 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. That is that original February 5 letter 
coming back. 

Mr. Kennepy. So that is the first time that you have been able to 
locate Irving Peress, and thereupon sent notification on the 14th of 
May and told them that this investigation had been initiated ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. € passed it on to the command- 
ing general, Camp Kilmer, the same day we got it. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then on May 19, you informed them that the investi- 
gation at Camp Kilmer had been completed. 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennupy. I believe the next action was on May 21, Colonel 
when the investigation file which you had sent on the 28th of April 
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was returned to you with the notification that he was not at Sixth 
Army but he was at Camp Kilmer, another notification, and that this 
a instead of going out to Sixth Army, should go instead to Camp 
Kilmer, 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepvy. So on the 25th of May you forwarded the file on to 
Camp Kilmer ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. This was with the summary of the derogatory in- 
formation that had been found through the investigation that you 
had initially initiated ? 

Colonel Tuomas. And three copies of the entire intelligence file. 

The Cuatrman. May I ask if in that same notification instructions 
were not given to take the necessary action in accordance with current 
Army regulations relating to the removal of security risks? Did 
those instructions go to Camp Kilmer? 

Colonel Tuomas. In the May 25 letter ? 

The CuarrMan. Yes. 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. The general information of the May 25 
letter was informing the G-2 and the commanding general of Camp 
Kilmer of the intelligence information pertaining to Peress and telling 
them to take action under paragraph 8f SR 600-220-1 which is the 
regulation which requires a man’s commanding officer to initiate 
action under security regulations to have him removed from the 
service. 

The Cuarmman. If I understand that correctly, the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s work had been completed. 

Colonel Tuomas. The Inspector General, sir, is not 

The Cuatrman. G-2, Security, I am sorry. 

Colonel Tuomas. G-2’s investigative action is completed at this time. 

The Cuamman. The investigation previously initiated had been 
completed with the result that they found him to be a security risk, 
and this information was sent to Camp Kilmer with instructions to 
proceed for his removal from the services. 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

The CuHatrman. May 25. 

Colonel THomas. May 25, 1953. 

Mr. Kennepy. On June 15 that investigative file was returned to 
you in the First Army with the recommendation for the commanding 
general, First Army, Camp Kilmer, General Zwicker, that Peress be 
removed from the service. That was signed by the G-2 officer there, 
Colonel Brown; is that right? 

Mr. Brucker. Just a minute. You used the name of Zwicker as 
the commanding officer at that time? 

Mr. Kennepy. Is that incorrect? 

Mr. Brucker. Ask him that. 

Colonel Tuomas. I am not sure who the commanding officer was. It 
was never addressed to General Zwicker. It was addressed to the 
commanding general, Camp Kilmer. 

Mr. Kennepy. The commanding general. The file was returned 
with the concurrence of the commanding general? 

Colonel Tuomas. Of Camp Kilmer; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Of Camp Kilmer. It was signed by the G-2 officer 
up there; is that right? What I am trying to find out is if the con- 
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currence comes through the G-2 officer rather than the commanding 
general himself. 

Colonel Tomas. I don’t have a notation in my record of who 
signed the concurrence. If you will present it, I will tell you who 
signed it. 

Mr. Kennepy. It is not important. The fact was that it came back 
on that date. 

Colonel Tuomas. It would normally come through G-2 channels. 

Mr. Kennepy. You forwarded that on July 7 back to the Depart- 
ment of the Army, is that right, in making the suggestion that. Irving 
Peress be removed from the service ? 

0 atte Tuomas. That is correct; through the Surgeon General’s 
ce. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then, on August 20 an interrogatory had come back 
from the Department of the Army through First Army for Irving 
Peress, and you forwarded that on August 20 up to Camp Kilmer; 
is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. That interrogatory was filled out and returned on 
August 26 and forwarded by you to the Department of the Army, 
again repeating your recommendation that Irving Peress be separated 
from the service as a security risk. 

Colonel THomas. On what date? 

Mr. Kennepy. August 26. Is that the date you have? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is when G-2 at Camp Kilmer sent it to us. 

Mr. Kennepy. What date do you have? 

Colonel THomas. We sent it to G-2, Department of the Army, on 
2 September. 

Mr. Kennepy. The 2d of September ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. On the 6th of January you prepared a letter for 
General Zwicker, and then you had a conference on the 18th of Jan- 
uary which I would like to cover in just a minute. 

Prior to that time, I would like to ask you if you were interviewed 
by the Inspector General. 

Colonel Tuomas. Excuse me, Mr. Kennedy, but you have asked sev- 
eral questions there. : 

Mr. Kennepy. I say now the question is, Were you interviewed by 
the Inspector General ? 

Colonel Txomas. I was. 

Mr. Kennepy. What was the date of the interview ? 

Colonel Tuomas. During the month of March, probably about the 
20th of March 1954. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was prior to the time that the Inspector Gen- 
eral filed his report with the Secretary of the Army? 

Colonel Tuomas. I do not know when he filed his report with the 
Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Kennepy. Have you received a letter of admonishment for 
your handling of the Peress matter ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I did. 

Mr. Kennepy. Can you identify this document, please ? 

yee a passed to the witness.) 

lonel THomas. The basic document: 
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HeaApQuARTERS First ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDING GENERAL, 
Governors Island, New York, N. Y., 80 June 1954. 


AHFJA 201 Thomas, Ronald F., Lt. Col. 0256720. 
Subject: Administrative admonition. 
To: Lt. Col. Ronald F. Thomas, 0256720, U. S. Army. 


1. Investigation has disclosed that during the period December 1, 1952, to 
February 5, 1953, while you were Chief, Security Division, G-2 section, this 
headquarters, unjustifiable delay occurred in your division respecting initiation 
of a complaint type investigation concerning then Capt. Irving Peress, DO 
01893643. Subsequently, from June 15, 1953, to July 7, 1953, similar delay 
occurred in your division in the handling of correspondence enclosing the afore- 
mentioned investigation. 

2. You are hereby admonished for your negligent failure to exercise the atten- 
tion to duties which the interests of the Government required under such 


circumstances. 
3. This administrative admonition is intended as a purely corrective measure 
to improve your efficiency and to prevent future recurrences of this nature. 


(Signed) W. A. Burress, 
Lieutenant General, United States Army, 
Commanding. 

The Cuatrman. Was that letter received after the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s interview with you ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I received this letter sometime in October 1954. 

The Cratrman. You had been interviewed in March 1953? 

Colonel Tuomas. In March of 1954, sir. 

The Cuarrman. With respect to the first paragraph, which charged 
you with undue delay, what were the circumstances ? 

Colonel THomas. They are charging me with delay from December 
1, 1952, to February 5, 1953, where, as a matter of fact, I did not take 
over as Chief of the Security Division until January 27, 1953. 

The Cuatrman. How long was it delayed after you were on duty 
at that post ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Approximately 9 days. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I think whoever issued the repri- 
mand in paragraph 1 ought to receive admonishment for not being 
sufficiently familtar with what was going on in that section and for 
issuing such an admonishment. 

The Cuarrman. That is what I was developing, the fact that he 
received that in October, and he had been interviewed in March, and 
— that period of time they did not find out the witness was not 
on duty. 

Senator Jackson. I say whoever issued that admonishment cer- 
tainly ought to be admonished for having issued it. 

The Cuatrman. Who issued that? 

Colonel Tuomas. General Burress. 

Senator Jackson. Colonel, did you call this to anyone’s attention 
after you received it ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I made a reply to this letter of admonishment. 

Senator Jackson. What has been done about it ? 

Colonel THomas. Do you want me to read the rest of the corre- 
spondence ? 

Senator Jackson. No. I mean, did they withdraw that part of the 
admonishment, or are they conducting an IG investigation of that? 

Colonel Tuomas. I replied to this—I made a mistake when I said 
I got it in October. I got it sometime in August 1954. I got it back 
the final time in October of 1954. 
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In August of 1954, I replied to it and indicated that one error in the 
facts, that I was not Chief from December, but not until January 27. 
It came back to me in October 1954 with this notation : 

1. Reference letter, this headquarters, subject: Administrative Admonition, 
dated June 30, 1954, and your third endorsement thereto dated August 23, 1954. 

2. You are advised that the complete correspondence in this case has been 
placed in the informational 201 files of this headquarters and will after 1 year 
be destroyed in accordance with present directives governing the records man- 
agement program. 

Senator Jackson. But they still didn’t correct the mistake. 

Colonel Tuomas. I beg your pardon. There is some reference to 
that. Just a minute. 

( Witness examining file.) 

Senator Jackson. You mean there were mistakes on both sides, so 
they agreed to destroy the whole business ? 

Colonel Tuomas. No,no. A letter of admonishment is merely a mat- 
ter of record by a superior officer to a subordinate, calling things to his 
attention that he felt should be brought up in writing in order to im- 
prove his efficiency and to prevent recurrence of anything of that 
sort. 

Senator Jackson. I think in fairness to you, the record should have 
been corrected, 

Colonel Tuomas. A letter of admonishment is not a punishment, 
and as a soldier it is not my duty to question the actions of my su- 
periors, and I accept this admonishment because I was responsible for 
everything that happened in the CI Division during the time I was 
there. 

Senator Jackson. It is not punishment, but it does not add to the file 
from the affirmative standpoint, does it 4 

Colonel THomas. This is not a part of any permanent file in my 
com and does not reflect against my record in the service in any way 
at all. 

(Senator Bender returned to the room.) 

The CHatrman. During the time of that correspondence, Peress 
was still in the service, after repeated requests for his immediate dis- 
charge; is that not true? 

Colonel Tuomas. Peress was separated on February 2, 1954, sir. 
This letter didn’t begin until June of 1954. 

The CHarrman. I see. 

All right, how about the second time? What explanation is there 
of that, from June 15 to July 7? 

Colonel Tuomas. The action would have been taken in the Per- 
sonnel Actions Branch, which at that time consisted of Captain 
Robichaud. In a discussion with him on Monday of this week, he 
informed me that he was on leave from June 15 to July 5, and the 
action was taken on July 7, so apparently he had it only 2 days in 
his office before he took the necessary action. 

The CHamman. When did that come to your attention? After 
you got the letter of admonition ? 

Colonel Tuomas. You mean that he was on leave? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Colonel Tuomas. Not until Monday of this week. 

The Caarmman. Not until Monday of this week? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuarmman. Was he working under your direction at the time? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. He was Chief of the Personnel Actions 
Branch of the CI Division, and I was his immediate superior. 

The Cuarmman. So you have to take some responsibility for that. 

Colonel Tuomas. I accept any responsibility for his actions. 

The CuarrMan. Peosaed. 

The series of letters to which reference has just been made will be 
marked as exhibit No. 18. 

(Exhibit No. 18 appears in the appendix on pp. 155-157.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Were you there during this period of time yourself? 

Colonel Tomas. Which period are you speaking of? 

Mr. Kennepy. The period of the second admonishment. Were you 
there on duty at the First Army during that whole period of time? 

Colonel Tuomas. On June 15 I moved from Boston, Mass., or I 
should say my family did, from Boston, Mass., to Governors Island, 
N. Y., so I took 10 days’ leave in order to effect my packing and mov- 
ing and getting settled at Governors Island. So I was absent from 
June 15 to June 20, inclusive. 

Mr. Kennepy. Twenty-five? 

Colonel Tuomas. I am sorry, June 15 to 25. 

Captain Robichaud brought it to my attention on July 6, and I 
sent it out on July 6, and it left the G-2 section on July 7. 

Mr. Kennepy. When it came to your attention 

Colonel Tomas. The correspondence was prepared for my signa- 
ture by Captain Robichaud. 

Mr. Kennepy. It went out within 24 hours? 

Colonel THomas. It went out of my branch within 2 or 3 hours 
after it was prepared. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, if I might interrupt at this 

oint. 

' Colonel, it seems to me you have a pretty good record in all this 
to date. Maybe you are not concerned about the administrative 
admonishment, but I think this committee is. If they conducted an 
IG investigation and could not discover from—what was it, Decem- 
ber 5—December I to January 27 that you were not even on duty, 
I do not know what kind of an IG investigation was conducted. 
That is all I have to say. 

The IG investigation ought to reveal that much, and certainly 
somebody was not conducting much of an investigation if they could 
not discover that you were not on duty during that period 

Colonel Tuomas. I agree with you. General Burress was undoubt- 
edly misinformed. 

Sender Benper. General Burress had the right admonition, but 
pony it was intended for the office and not for the individual filling 
the ofhice. 

Colonel Tomas. That is correct. It would be my responsibility 
to — on the corrective admonition to the proper individual. 

he Cuarrman. It dealt with the efficiency of the administration 
in that office, whether you were there or not. e letter of admonition 
reached you for the purpose of calling it to your attention, and there- 
fore to alert you to take corrective action to see that it did not recur ; 
is that correct ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. 
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Mr. Brucker. Mr. Chairman, there is another matter in that same 
connection which I think we should clear up. May I suggest it to you 
to ask the question to clear it right at this time, or at the end? 

The Cuamrman. You may suggest to the chairman any question you 
wish to have answered. 

Mr. Brucker. I think it would come better at this time, because we 
have been considering it. 

I understand that something was said about the Inspector General’s 
report. This was not a DA matter. This was a First Army mat- 
ter. I think if you will ask the witness, he will say something about 
that which will clear that up. It was not an Inspector General’s 
action, but a First Army action. 

Senator Jackson. Who conducted- 

Mr. Kennepy. Wasn’t there a letter sent up from the Department 
of the Army to the First Army after the Inspector General’s report, 
stating that certain corrective measures and certain disciplinary action 
should be taken in certain fields which cover this particular area 

Mr. Brucker. I don’t know about that, but I will find out about it. 
If you have one there, I think it would be very proper to read it. 

he CHarrMAN. Just a moment, Let’s address that question to the 
witness. 

Does the witness know? Can he answer it? 

Colonel Tuomas. I do not know of my own knowledge. I was not 
there at that time. 

The Cuarrman. Let us pass it for the present. 

Mr. Kewnnepy. There is a letter dated the 12th of May 1954, Mr. 
Chairman, subject “Report of investigation,” to Commanding Gen- 
eral, First Army. 

The Cuairman, I suggest, then, Governor, that you may check this. 
We will give you the letter. You may see it, and if there is any con- 
ae about it, the letter may be entered as a part of the record at 
this point, 

If there is any question about its accuracy we will get a witness 
here to clear up the situation. If it is conceded that is a photostatic 
copy of the original letter, that will not be necessary. 

Mr. Brucker. Mr. Chairman, I think the letter is very proper and 
should go in the record because it shows on its face that the general 
statement was made to General Burress, and General Burress was told 
to take such action as was warranted, but the action was taken by the 
First Army. That is all I wanted to call to your attention. 

Pu. CuarrMan. That clearsit up. That letter may be made exhibit 
19. 

(Exhibit No. 19 appears in the appendix on p. 157.) 

Mr. pen: This letter was based on the Inspector General’s 
report 

r. Brucker. I think so. 

Senator Jackson. It does not change at all the comment I made 
earlier, which is that the letter of reprimand issued to Colonel Thomas 
was based on the Inspector General’s report. 

Colonel Tuomas. This is not a letter of reprimand. I don’t mean to 
correct you, but I want to make it clear that a letter of admonishment 
is very different. ; 

Mr, Kennepy. I beg your pardon. A letter of admonishment.’ I 
am not trying to hurt you. 
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The Cuarrman. Let us move on to the next point. 

Mr. Kennepy. Just one more point on this, Colonel. Even if you 
had been there during this whole period of time, you were not respon- 
sible for that section until you arrived there on January 5; is that 
not correct ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Therefore, the delay from December 1 to January 
5, even if you had been there, you would not have been responsible? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. Where were you at the time you received this letter 
of admonition? Were you at the headquarters, First Army? 

Colonel Tuomas. No, sir. I was on duty in Germany, headquarters, 
Seventh Army. 

Mr. Kennedy, I have been advised to clear up your last statement. I 
am sure it was an oversight, but you mentioned December 1 to Jan- 
uary 5. It should have been December 1 to January 27. 

Mr. Kennepy. That should not be straightened out. I said it was 
in a section over which you had responsibility starting on January 5; 
is that not correct? 

Colonel THomas. No, sir. I didn’t assume responsibility for that 
section until January 27. 

Mr. Kennepy. What I am saying is that if you had been there. 

Xolonel Tuomas. The division got it on January 5. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was my question. Even if he had: been there 
for the period December 1 through February 5 he would only have 
had the responsibility after January 5? 

Colonel Tuomas. The C. I. Division had responsibility. 

Mr. Kennepy. On January 18 you were informed by the AG that 
Peress was to be separated and given an honorable discharge. Is that 
right ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I don’t know that we were informed on that date, 
but the records indicate that they ordered his separation as of that 
date. 

Mr. Kennepy. Knowing that derogatory information was con- 
tained in Peress’ file, was it a surprise to you that he was to receive 
an honorable discharge ? 

Colonel Tuomas. No. 

Mr. Kennepy. For what.reason? 

Colonel THomas. As is stated in the letter which came to First 
Army, that was the most expeditious manner of getting him out of 
the service. With that idea in mind, our first concern as security ad- 
visers would be to get him out of the service and get him out of the 

ossibility of doing any harm to the Army from the standpoint of 
ing available or in the service where he could or may have access 
to information. 

Mr. Kennepy. Had there been a difficult time in getting rid of se- 
curity risks? Had you found difficulty in getting rid of security risks ? 

Colonel Tuomas. At what particular time, sir? 

Mr. Kennepy. During this period of time. 

Colonel Tuomas. During early 1953, up to the middle of 1953, yes. 

Mr.\ Kennepy. This was at the end of 1953. This was the begin- 
ning of \1954.- 

ColoneY Tuomas. Just about that time things were changing, but 
they had not changed very much as of the end of 1953. 


\ 
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Mr. Kennepy. There was a great deal of difficulty in your getting 
rid of security risks from the Army; is that it? 

Colonel Tuomas. Under the previous security regulations out of say 
approximately 100 cases, 90 of them would be returned by the Loyalty 
Board as reinstated cases rather than getting them out of the service. 
So that is why we were in favor of his being separated under any cir- 
cumstances in order to get him out. 

Mr. Kennepy. Even to the point of giving him an honorable dis- 
charge despite this derogatory information { 

Colonel Tuomas. That seemed to be the most expeditious way, so 
for that reason we wouldn’t approve of it, we wouldn’t be in favor of 
it, but we wouldn’t object to it. 

The Cuarrman. Colonel, if I understand correctly, it was on May 
24, 1953, that you initiated the action to get him out of the service by 
notifying the commanding officer at Camp Kilmer the results of the in- 
vestigation which had been conducted, by also notifying the Surgeon 
General and the Adjutant General of the Army; is that correct / 

Colonel Tuomas. I think, Mr. Chairman, that you have included 
several actions in your statement. In our letter to the Commanding 
General, Camp Kilmer, in May of 1953, we gave him our recommenda- 
tion as G-2, First Army, pertaining to the information in his file. 

The Cuarmman. That is the first official effort initiated to get him 
out of the service, May 25? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. You also gave notice at that time to whom else be- 
sides the commanding officer at Camp Kilmer ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is true. 

The Cuarrman. Who else besides Camp Kilmer did that recom- 
mendation go to from G-2? 

Colonel Tuomas. Are you talking about the 

The Cuarrman. The results of the G-2 report and the recommenda- 
tion that he be removed from the service as a security risk. 

Colonel Tuomas. Are you talking about the section 2 of the 268? 

The Cuarrman. I am not sure about the numbers, but I know that 
you testified that on May 25 you notified the commanding general of 
Camp Kilmer that the results of the G-2 investigation revealed Peress 
as a security risk, and you recommended that he be gotten out of the 
service as such in accordance with current Army regulations. 

Colonel THomas. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. To whom else did you 

Colonel THomas. On that date, May 25, we didn’t notify anybody 
else. 

The Cuarrman. How soon after that did you notify someone else? 

Colonel Tuomas. We notified them long before that date. On April 
24 we notified G-2 Department of the Army; AG Section, Washing- 
ton; G-2, Sixth Army, that the investigation had been completed and 
that Peress was a security risk. 

The Cuarmman. That is on the 28th of April? 

Colonel Tuomas. On April 24. 

The Cuarmman, April 24? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then it took 9 months from the time that-G-2 
recommended that he get out before they got him out. of the service; 
is that correct? 

60030—55—pt. 25 
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Colonel Tuomas. It took from that date until February 2, 1954. 

The Cuarrman. That is more than 9 months. 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Has the procedure been improved any since then ? 

Colonel THomas. Very definitely, sir. 

The Cuamman. How long does it. take to get out now ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We had a case in the Seventh Army—— 

The Cuairman. I think the whole country is interested in this. 

Colonel Tuomas. We had a case in the Seventh Army in which we 
got him out in 30 days. 

The Cuatrman. You can now get them out within 30 days? 

Colonel THomas. We have done it. 

The Cuamman. You have been able to do that? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. I think everbody would be very much interested in 
that information because it seems that it was inexcusable that it took 
9 months to get a security risk out of the service. 

Senator Benper. May I make an observation here, Mr. Chairman. 
Is it not a fact that Congress recognized the danger and passed a law 
to make impossible repetition of this situation ? 

The Cuamman. I hope so. 

Colonel Tuomas. The change came about by Executive Order 10450 
dated June 1953, in which the entire security program was revised. 

Senator Jackson. Colonel, you cannot take care of the situation 
by new regulations necessarily if people within the service who have 
the administrative responsibility are not alert and on the ball. Is 
that not right? 

Colonel Tuomas. Certainly the implementation of the regulation 
is very important. 

Senator Jackson. I mean this whole matter could have been dis- 
posed of and he never would have been called to active duty—— 

Colonel Tuomas. I beg your pardon, sir. The regulations at the 
time he was called to active duty did not warrant his being separated 
from the service.- 

Senator Jackson. But before you called him to active duty. He 
was given his commission on October 15, 1952, and was called to active 
duty on January 1, 1953. 

Colonel Tomas. I would like to tell you—— 

Senator Jackson. Is it not a fact, though, that it is not just a matter 
of issuing regulations? If someone within the Department of the 
Army is not on the ball to detect information in the file which obvious- 
ly indicates that a given soldier, whether he is commissioned or non- 
commissioned, is a security risk, then he is not necessarily going to be 
detected just because there is a regulation on it. 

Colonel Tuomas. The implementation of the executive policies is 
by our Army regulations. 

Senator Jackson. I understand that, but you cannot implement 
people necessarily to be alert and on the ball. You can try, but you 
cannot pass a regulation making them automatically alert. 

Colonel Tuomas. The thing T we trying to point out is that the 


policy at that time was that they would not be separated if they were 
security risks. 

Senator Jackson. I do not want to pursue it right now, but I am 
merely suggesting that you could have avoided the technicalities of it 
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by not even calling him to active duty because right in his file was all 
the information that would make it obvious—— 

Colonel Tuomas. I don’t agree with you, sir. During the time of 
the Korean war we had many people who were trying to avoid haz- 
ardous service by saying they were fifth amendment Communists as 
they are now termed. 

Senator Jackson. You are aware of the fact that in five other 
cases they took care of them immediately ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas, I am not aware of the five other cases and had 
nothing to do with them. 

Me. Reneiers, There has been testimony in the last 2 days. 

Colonel Tuomas. I am aware of them now, yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. You cannot say they could not have done it if they 
did it in five cases. 

Colonel Tuomas. They did it as some special ruling over and above 
the regulations. In other words—— 

Mr. Kennepy. Senator Jackson was merely talking about some- 
body being on the ball. 

Colonel Tomas. That was the implementation at the beginning of 
the change in the regulations, 

Mr. Kunnepy. No. It was prior to that time. 

Colonel Tuomas. The regulations are only a guide and the imple- 
mentation of the regulations is changed as the conditions warrant it. 
That was the first beginning of somebody recognizing the fact that the 
regulations were not adequate and the change aaoalt be implemented 
before the regulations were changed. 

Senator Jackson. There was not any rule in effect at the time Peress 
was called to active duty requiring, based on the file, that he be called 
to active duty on January 1. That is a discretionary matter? 

Colonel Tuomas. No, sir. There was a regulation, a very specific 
one. 

Senator Jackson. In other words, within so many days after an 
— has been commissioned you automatically on him to active 

uty 

Colonel Tuomas. No. I thought you said he should be called 
regardless of his active duty. 

Senator Jackson. Called to active duty. The point I am making 
is that he was commissioned on October 15, 1952, when he had not even 
completed his loyalty oath. That is ridiculous on its face. You 
should not commission an officer when he has not even completed his 
oath, because he has to take an oath when he is commissioned ; is that 
not right? 

Colonel Tomas. Yes,sir. We objected to that. 

Senator Jackson. In view of what he did after October 15 in filling 
out his form, any officer who is on the ball, if he had seen what was in 
the file would not have called him to active duty until he had specific 
instructions in the light of what was in the file. Is that not the 
heart of this whole business ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I don’t agree with you, sir. The regulations were 
very specific. Whether he was a loyalty risk or not, he should have 
been called to active duty, according to the regulations. 

Senator Jackson. Is that in the regulations? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes,sir. I will quote it to you. 

The Cuairman. Let us have that quoted. 
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Colonel Tuomas. SR 600-220-1, paragraph 6 (c), subparagraph 
(1), change 2 dated March 20, 1951, which was in effect at the time this 
Peress matter was initiated, states, I quote: 

Reserve personnel will not be deferred or rejected for nonvoluntary active duty 
for reasons of disloyalty or subversion unless the investigation has been com- 
pleted. 

In this case the investigation was not completed until April 15, 1953. 

The Cuarrman. According to those niatabien: it was the duty of 
the officers of lower rank having that responsibility to place him on 
active duty according to your interpretation of it? 

Colonel THostas. Not to place him on it, but not to keep him from 
being placed. 

The Cuarrman. I mean to call him. 

Colonel Tuomas. That was another section, but that was the regu- 
lation. 

The CHarrman. Do you mean that under the regulations they had 
the discretion not to call him or that it was their duty to call him ? 
That is what I am trying to determine. I thought you said under the 
regulations—— . 

Colonel Tuomas. According to this regulation his being a security 
risk would not prevent his being called. 

The Cuamman, It would not prevent him from being called, but it 
was not mandatory that he should be called, was it? 

Colonel Tomas. As IT mentioned before, all regulations can be 
altered according to the situation and if the situation warrants. 

The Crarrman. If the situations warrant it, they didn’t have to 
call him under that regulation. That is what you mean. They did 
not have to call him under the regulation if the circumstances war- 
ranted their not calling him ? 

Colonel Tomas. We did not implement this particular section of 
calling him to active duty. We did not do that. 

The Crarrman. I understand your division did not do that; G-2 
did not do it. What I am saying is that you made the statement, as I 
understood you, that it was their duty to call him to active duty under 
that regulation notwithstanding the fact that the investigation of his 
loyalty had not been completed ? 

Colonel Tuomas. It would appear to be that way. 

The Cuarrman. What it appears to me, and I think you will agree, 
is that they could do it and it would not be a violation of regulations 
to do it; but you have testified that they can also not do it if the cir- 
cumstances warranted them not doing it; is that not correct ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct? 

The Cuarmrman. May I ask you if form 390, the one that Peress 
signed making application for a commission, in which he denied any 
connection with any subversive organizations, came to your attention 
in the course of the investigation made by G-2? 

Colonel Tuomas. It did not. 

The Cuarrman. Was it ever in the file of G—2 in the course of its 
investigation ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. To the best of my knowledge, as Major Van Sickle 
testified yesterday, that was in his file all during this time. 

The Carman. Has that been corrected now so that form 390 will 
follow the file in a security investigation ? 
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Colonel Tuomas. My understanding of the form 390 is that it has 
an entirely different purpose than a security form. 

The Cuatrman. It has as one purpose that he certifies to his loyalty 
when under the circumstances he might be considered a security risk. 
You know that, do you not? He is asked whether 

Colonel Tuomas, I know it now, yes, sir. 

The Cuamman,. You did not know it then? 

Colonel Tuomas. We had nothing to do with the form 390’s during 
that time. 

The Cuarrman, I am simply asking, has that been corrected now ? 
Does G-2 get that form ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. Not to my knowledge. 

The Cuatrman,. Then you would not know whether a fellow had 
violated the law in making the application or not, would you, when 
you consider his security ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We wouldn’t consider his security until he had 
been brought on active duty. 

The Cuarrman. I know. He is in the service, but he had to fill out 
form 390 to get in the service, did he? 

Colonel THomas. Yes. 

The Cuarman. That is a prerequisite for his getting in the service. 
In that form he has to answer a question with respect to his associa- 
tion and affiliation with organizations and persons who might be re- 
garded as subversive. But that form never reaches G-2, or it did not 
in the Peress case, and in other cases that were being processed at that 
time; is that correct ? 

Colonel Tuomas. To the best of my knowledge it is not intended to 
go to G-2 and hasn’t ever come to G-2. 

The Cuarmman. You are a G-2 officer and experienced in this. It 
seems to me it would be pretty important for G—2 to know whether the 
applicant had misrepresented facts on the form in which he made 
application for a commission in the Army. Would that not be im- 
portant to G-2 to consider ? 

Colonel Tuomas, It might be important in the prosecution of a 
security risk, but it isn’t part of the investigative action. 

The CHamman. Would it not have some impact upon your judg- 
ment whether a man was a security risk if you found in his application 
that he had certified falsely with respect to his associations and aflilia- 
tions with organizations and people who might be regarded as sub- 
versive ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. That is the purpose of the 398. 

The Cuatrman. Yes; but G-2 does not get it. 

Colonel Tuomas. 398, I said, sir. 

The Cuamman. I am talking about 390. 

Colonel Tuomas. The 390 in that paragraph is very similar to the 
same information in the 398. 

The Cuarmman. Yes; but you do not know what he said in the first. 
instance, You only know in 398 what he said after he got in the 
service. You do not know what he said——- 

Colonel Tuomas. You are asking me a policy matter, sir, that I 
have nothing to do with and don’t know abut. 

The Cuamman. It may be a policy matter; that is what I am tryin 
to determine. The policy and the procedure during the case of 
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Peress was not to have that in the file of G-2. You did not have it— 
no copy of it, no information about it. Is that not correct? 

Colonel Txomas. That is correct. 

The Cuarmman. I am trying to determine whether that policy has 
been changed and whether that form 390, or a copy of it, now goes 
into the files of G-2 so that G-2 may be informed as to what a man 
certified to at the time he made application for a commission. Does 
it go in there now? 

Colonel Tuomas. All I can say is that I have never seen a form 390 
in the intelligence file. 

The Cuarrman. Do you not think it would be helpful to you? 

Colonel Tuomas. It would be; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. When you are making an investigation of an indi- 
vidual, would you not ded naily consult the forms that had to do with 
the inyestigation ? 

Colonel Txomas. We do not make the investigations. They are 
made by the investigative agency. 

Mr. Kennepy. You didn’t have any control over the investigative 
agency ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. I had staff supervision over them, but not com- 
mand supervision. 

Mr. Kennepy. They were not instructed to consult this form 390 
to find out how the applicant had filled that out or how question No. 32 
was answered ¢ 

Colonel THomas. You are now getting into security policy—inves- 
tigative policy—that I do not believe is a part of this investigation. 
It is classified information and I don’t think I am at liberty to give 
the answer to that. 

Mr. Kennepy. Is that correct, Governor ? 

Mr. Brucker. Yes, Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Kennepy. He cannot tell us whether the investigators would 
have consulted the form 890 to see how the applicant had answered 
question number 32? 

Mr. Brucker. Let me counsel with him just a minute. 

(Witness conferred with counsel. 

(At this point Senator McClellan left the room, and Senator Jack- 
son assumed the chair.) 

(Present at this time were Senators Jackson, Mundt, and Bender.) 

Mr. Brucker. Mr. Chairman, the witness informs me that he 
doesn’t know on that subject, which perhaps would settle the ques- 
tion. I am very much inclined to think that the question should be 
asked generally, provided you don’t pursue it into detail specifically, 
because it is security information, the techniques of the investigation. 

Mr. Kennepy. Governor, it is the very heart of this, if there was a 
mistake made in this case. 

Mr. Brucker. I say go ahead and ask him on this, and let us see. 

Mr. Kennepy. I am going to pursue it in particular. It makes no 
sense to pursue it in general. 

Senator Jackson. us see where we go. Go ahead. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did the investigative agents consult the 201 file 
— they were making an investigation? Did they review the 201 
file? 

Colonel THomas. Are you asking me generally or specifically ? 
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Mr. Kennepy. Is it a part of the routine that they review the 201 
file? 

Colonel Tuomas. They review the man’s record; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. They review the 201 file? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes; they do. 

Mr. Kennepy. Which contains the forms of the particular indi- 
vidual ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. The answer to that is “Yes” ? 

Colonel THomas. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. And form 390 would be in that file ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I don’t think it would be. 

Mr. Kennepy. In this particular case it was in that file? 

Colonel Tuomas. It was in the file of the medical section, I under- 
stand. I don’t know. 

Mr. Kennepy. You have no information on whether that file was 
reviewed 

Mr. Brucker. Just a moment. The witness added there “I don’t 
know.” I think he ought not to have to testify to anything that he 
guesses on, because if it is important enough to ask, it is important 
enough for him either not guess on it and tell you that—— 

Senator Jackson. I think he can testify whether it is the general 
practice to check. 

Mr. Brucker. Surely. 

Colonel Tuomas. I did that. 

Senator Jackson. If he knows in connection with this case the 
procedure followed. 

Colonel Tuomas. A records check is part of an investigation, yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. In the case of a doctor would that include the records 
of the medical section ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I don’t know. 

Mr. Kennevy. Why do you not know? 

Colonel Tuomas. Because investigations are under the direct super- 
vision of the commanding officer of the 108th CIC Detachment. 

Mr. Kennepy. I think it is far better to say that in the beginning 
than to say you can’t tell us because it goes into the investigative 
techniques. 

Colonel Tuomas. I used to be a counterintelligence agent. 

Senator Jackson. There is not any great secret involved or any 
kind of secret involved whether they do check with the medical section 
on the 390. 

Colonel Tuomas. It is part of the investigative technique, and as 
I understand that information has not been decided on as to whether 
it is—— - 

Senator Jackson. Classified ? 

Colonel Tuomas. It is classified information, yes. 

Senator Jackson. The information in the 390 is classified, but are 
you suggesting that it is classified information to state whether or not 
they do check the 390 in the medical section ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. Methods of investigation are classified 
information. 

Mr. Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, we have received a communication 
from the Department of the Army in answer to a question: “Is the 





130 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


as 390 mentioned in the investigative report?” The answer is 
o. 

Should that be made a part of the record ¢ 

Senator Jackson. It should be included in the record at this point. 

Mr. Kennepy. It is a memorandum to Brig. Gen. C. C. Fenn from 
Lt. Col. John F. Murray, dated March 11, and the subject is “Ques- 
tions posed by Mr. O’Donnell.” 

Senator Jackson. The 390 was not included. That will be ad- 
mitted and marked “Exhibit No. 20.” 

(Exhibit No. 20 appears in the appendix on p. 158.) 

(At this point Senator McClellan entered the room and resumed 
the chair.) 

Mr. Jutrana. Colonel, I would like to ask you a few questions. 

Governor, if I should go into techniques of investigation, I am sure 
you will take the liberty to stop me. 

You were Chief of the Counterintelligence Division of G-2, First 
Army, during the period that this investigation was conducted; is 
that right? 

Colonel THomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Juxrana. In that position did you supervise the investigation? 

Colonel Tuomas. I did not. 

Mr. Juriana. What did you do as far as the investigation was 
concerned ? 

Colonel Tuomas. On February 5 my intelligence branch—I initi- 
ated a DF to the intelligence branch of my division requesting that 
the investigation be requested of the 108th CIC Detachment. From 
then on it was entirely their responsibility until they returned it to 
our office in April; the exact date is April 21, 1953. 

Mr. Jutzana. What I am trying to reveal—I do not think you are 
the man I want to ask these questions of. I want to ask questions 
pertaining to what did the 108th do as far as investigating Peress? 

Colonel Tuomas. Then you should ask that of the commanding offi- 
cer of the 108th CIC Detachment. 

Mr. Juttana.-You do not have firsthand knowledge of what went 
on; is that correct? 

Colonel Tuomas. I read the reports that were made; yes. 

Mr. Juxiana. Then answer this question: When did the First 
Army contact the FBI concerning Peress? I am not asking what the 
FBI told First Army. When did you contact the FBI? 

Colonel Txomas. That is intelligence information. If I knew the 
answer, I have not been given permission to give it. 

Mr. Brucker. First of all, ds you know the answer to that? 

Colonel Tuomas. Not of my-own knowledge. I have read the file, 
and it is in there, but I can’t give you an answer. 

Mr. Jutiana. Did the First Army contact the FBI? 

Colonel Tuomas. That has not been released as unclassified 
information. 

Mr. Juutana. Did the First Army contact the New York City 
Police Department concerning Irving Peress? 

Colonel THomas. That again, the intelligence file has not been re- 
leased for publication. 

Mr. Joxiana. I might add that what was in the New York City 
Police Department file has been made a public record, because 
static copies of their reports were discussed during public testimony. 
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(Witness conferred with counsel.) 

Colonel Tuomas. I have just been advised by Army counsel that I 
can tell you that the FBI and the New York police records were 
checked as part of the investigation, 

Mr. Juuiana. Can you tell me when? 

Colonel Tuomas. Not without referring to the file. It was some- 
time between February 5 and April 15. 

Mr. Juzzana. That makes a big difference. Ordinarily, however, 
the FBI file would not have been checked prior to the time that this 
case came to G-2; is that not correct? 

Colonel THomas. We initiated the file checks. Thot is the purpose 
of the 398’s and the fingerprint cards. They couldn’t make a check 
without those, and poles would make any until it came through my 
division, 

Mr. Juxiana. Is there any procedure in your division in the Army, 
or in the Army in general, whereby a memo coming in is automatically 
block stamped to indicate what day it is received in a particular 
division ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. There are time stamps and date stamps on the 
original correspondence and memos. 

Mr. Juuiana. Is that true throughout the Army, to your knowl- 


edge ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Generally speaking, yes; particularly of classified 
information. 

Mr. Jutaana. You testified that you did not know that Peress was 
stationed at Camp Kilmer until, I believe you said, May 14? 

Colonel Tomas. May 14, 1953. 

Mr. Juniana. Why was it that you did not know that Peress had 
been stationed there since March of 1953? 

Colonel Tuomas. The orders ordering him from Fourth Army to 
Sixth Army and back to First Army initiated in Washington, and 
G-2 Section did not have copies or receive copies of those transfers, 

Mr. Juxiana. Is that normal procedure when a man is trans- 
ferred from Texas to Washington to New Jersey ? 

Colonel Tuomas. The purpose of the flagging action of the form 269 
is to prevent a man from being transferred, and we notified Washing- 
ton and Fourth Army and the AG Section of First Army that this 
man was a flag case on February 5. Therefore, according to the exist- 
ing regulations, he should not have been transferred. 

Mr. Jutzana. But he was transferred ? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. 

Mr. Juiiana, I will ask the question again. It is the general rule 
irene the Army that it takes that long a period of time for the 
records to catch up to a man when he is transferred from Texas to 
Washington, the State of Washington, back to New Jersey? That 
seems & very unreasonable amount of delay to me. 

Colonel Tuomas. Unless they would send us a copy of his orders 
there would be no way of our knowing. We assumed he was out of 
our jurisdiction. 

Mr. Juttana. When a soldier leaves Fort Sam Houston, Tex., and 
goes to a port of debarkation, in Seattle, does his 201 file, his personnel 
file, accompany him ? 


Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Jutiana. Let us take Peress from Seattle to Camp Kilmer. 
Would his 201, or personnel file, accompany him ? 

Colonel Tuomas. It would normally; yes. 

Mr. Juxtana. In the Peress case, Larorer, he was on leave for a 
while, I believe; was he not? 

Colonel THomas. Yes, he was. 

Mr. Juniana. We were talking a little while ago—— 

Colonel Tuomas. May I clear up one point there? His personal 
201 file which you are speaking of dees not go through G-2 channels. 
It is a G—1 matter, and goes through AG. 

Mr. Juttanwa. And G-1 is personnel; is that right? 

vane Tuomas. That is right. It goes through personnel chan- 
nels. 

Mr. Jut1ana. We were talking a while ago about the official ad- 
monishment which you received, and I believe you said that it does 
not affect your record, and so forth; is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Jutzana. What would happen if you received an additional 
admonishment on top of the original one? 

Colonel Tuomas. An admonishment is not a form of punishment. 
Normally if I had committed this same thing a second time or had been 
responsible for delay a second time, there would be more serious action 


en. 

Senator Benper. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it from the rec- 
ord there was a delay from June 15 to July 7 the same year. 

Colonel Tuomas. They were all included in the same letter of ad- 
monishment. 

Mr. Jutzana. What I am trying to develop here, Colonel, is whether 
your official record can be harmed by an accumulation of admonish- 
ments. 

Colonel Tuomas. Admonishments do not follow the officer from one 
headquarters to another. They stay in the headquarters in which they 
originated. 

Mr. Jutiana. Sup you received 10 admonishments in First 
Army; would that affect our military record and status? 

Colonel Tuomas. I would think it would; yes. 

Mr. Juurana. You would think it would. Therefore, receiving 
one is and should be construed as serious, do you not think? 

Colonel Tuomas. It is serious; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jux1ana. It is not a light matter? 

Colonel Tuomas. If I conveyed that, I didn’t intend to. I merely 
conveyed the difference between it and a form of punishment. 

Mr. Juriana. You mentioned some time ago that there was an in- 
dividual under your supervision who went on leave, I believe, for 15 
days. I didn’t catch his name. 

Colonel Tuomas. Captain Robichaud, Chief of the Personnel Ac- 
tions Branch. 

Mr. Juriana. That is the one you were referring to? 

Colonel THomas. Yes. 

ao Juttana. Was he replaced by another individual while he was 
gone 

Colonel THomas. No, sir. We had no supernumeraries in the C. I. 
Division. When one man is absent, the rest of the people in the divi- 
sion had either to fill in or the work piled up until he came back. 
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Mr. Juttans, You also testified that you went on leave for a while, 
is that right? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Mr. Jux1ana. Who took your place while you were on leave? 

Colonel Tuomas. Lieutenant Colonel Winn, my executive officer. 

Mr. Juuiana. Was Colonel Winn in any way admonished for his 
participation in this? 

Colonel Tuomas. He was not. It is not normal that he would 


Mr. Jutzana. Do you think that Peress deserved the same type of 
discharge as an Army officer who served in World War II under fire 
or in the Korean war under fire? 

Colonel Tuomas. In my personal opinion, he should not. 

Mr. Juntiana. Heshould not. Iam glad you feel that way. Thank 

ou. 
’ Senator Benpser. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a couple of 
questions. 

According to our information here, when the investigative file was 
returned from Kilmer on Peress, the statement was made that he was 
not in a sensitive position. How do you interpret that? 

Colonel Tuomas. A sensitive position generally is one where the 
individual has access to classified security information. 

Senator Benprer. What was the nature of Major Peress’ service? 

Colonel Tuomas. As I understand it, he was dentist. 

Senator Benper. Pulling teeth and fixing teeth? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Benper. Would he have access to any vital information? 

Colonel Tuomas. No, sir. From the time he was placed on the 
flagged list, he would definitely not have access to any type of classified 
information. 

Senator Benpvrer. How long was he on the flagged list ? 

Colonel Tuomas. At what location? 

Senator Benver. All together. 

Colonel Tuomas. The flagging action was initiated on February 5, 
1953. 

Senator Benper. From that time until he was separated from the 
service, he was on the flagged list; is that correct? 

Colonel Tuomas. Besides that, he did not have a security clearance, 
which one must have to have access to classified information. 

Senator Benper. So in your capacity as an Army officer, you were 
active in accordance with the rules of the Army, entirely so, in your 
relation to this particular matter? 

Colonel Tuomas. To the best of my knowledge, we were. 

Senator Benner. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I would like to say 
that the Congress on June 11, 1954, took an action to refuse commis- 
sions to drafted physicians and dentists who prove to be security risks, 
and this legislation, as I understand, was requested by the Defense 
Department following a court ruling to the effect that men called for 
the services under the so-called doctors draft law must be given officer 
rank in keeping with their professional standing in private life. So 
the Defense Department was encumbered or was handicapped because 
of a court order which compelled them to give these doctors that rank. 

Am I correct in that, Mr. Kennedy? 
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Mr. Kennepy. Not under the act which was in existence at that 
time, Senator. There was a case which was apreeee to the Supreme 
Court under the act, the Orloff case, in which the Air Force took a 


commission away from a fellow. They found that he had qualified his 
398, took the commission away from him, and then drafted him in, 
and he appealed. The Supreme Court upheld the Air Force in stat- 
ing that he could be brought in as an enlisted man rather than as an 


cer. 

After the amendment to the Doctors Draft Act, passed in June of 
1953, there was another case, and the Department of the Army pursued 
that case and lost under that. But that was after this had occurred. 

Senator Benper. They pursued it—— 

Mr. Kennepy. And lost under the amendment to the Doctors Draft 
Act which was passed in June 1953. But this was under the Doctors 
Draft Act as it had been passed initially, and the Air Force had won 
that case, bringing a doctor in as an enlisted man. 

Senator Benper. I wanted to ask further, have you at any time had 
instructions from any superior in the service, your immediate superiors 
or anyone in the Defense Department, asking you to cover up on this 
Peress matter ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. Absolutely not. 

Senator Benper. You have had no conversations at all with anyone? 

Colonel Tomas. Not to soft-pedal it. As a matter of fact, the 
opposite was true. My superiors were informed of this as of February 
5, and from then on were emphatically and vigorously pushing the 
action to get him separated. 

Senator Benver. That is all. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I have just a short observation. 

In connection with the statement I made earlier that this whole 
thing could have been avoided if the people at First Army had been 
on the ball and not called Major Peress to active duty, I think it is 
pertinent at this yon to read into the record paragraph 3 of an office 
memorandum addressed to Gen. C. C. Fenn from Lt. Col. John F. T. 
Murray, Subject: Request for additional information. I should like 
to read from paragraph 3. 

Mr. Brucker. at is the date of that, Senator? 

Senator Jackson. March 12,1955. This has been furnished by the 
Department of the Army as a result of information requested by the 
staff. 

The Cuarrman. This was furnished by the Army? 

Senator Jackson. It has been furnished by the Army. 

The Cuarrman. You may read it into the record. 

Senator Jackson. Paragraph 3: 

Reference is made to the request of Mr. Kennedy or Mr. O’Donnell for addi- 
tional information concerning the five officers at First Army who were handled 
differently from Peress. Upon being advised that certain medical and dental 
corps officers were being ordered to active duty after qualifying their loyalty 
certificates, the responsible authorities at First Army notified the Department of 
the Army. In the latter part of December 1952 a decision was made that such 


officers should not be called to active duty. This decision originated in G-1 and 
was concurred in by G-2— 


Thope you are listening to this, Colonel] Thomas— 


G-3; Office of the Chief of Army Reserve and ROTC Affairs; Office of the Chief 
of Information; Office of the Surgeon General; and Office of the Judge Advocate 
General. Accordingly, the authorities at First Army were directed by The 
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Adjutant General to revoke the active-duty orders of the officers concerned and 
to discharge them if they persisted in their refusal to properly execute the 
required certificates. The five officers were honorably discharged on February 
17, 1953. From the foregoing, it is apparent that Peress would not have entered 
upon active duty had the responsible authorities at First Army been notified that 
he had qualified his loyalty certificates. 

I think you would like to have that information, because it com- 
pletely contradicts what you volunteered, and I suggest that you 
should not volunteer information that you are not sure about. 

That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? Senator Mundt? 

Senator Munpr. Colonel Thomas, did I understand correctly that 
you stated that on February 5 your office initiated action on Peress 
which resulted in his being known as what you call a flag case, and 
that it was standard operating procedure that once a man was a flag 
case he was not to be reassigned out of the area in which he was 
presently serving? 

Colonel Tuomas. That was the existing instructions and policy, yes. 

Senator Munpr. Existing regulations, I think. 

You said further in regard to Peress that he was transferred in 
violation of that regulation. 

Colonel Tuomas. I wouldn’t say in violation of it. That is a 
Department of Army regulation. 

Senator Munpr. In spite of the regulation, he was transferred. 

Colonel Tuomas. The Department of the Army are the ones that 
issued the orders on it. That was a Department of Army regulation, 
and the Department of the Army was the agency which issued the 
transfer order. Therefore, they amended their own order. 

Senator Munpr. Put it this way. In conflict with that regulation, 
Peress was transferred after being made a flag case. 

Colonel Tuomas. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. Can you give us any information as to who was 
responsible for that transfer or as to why it was made in conflict 
with another regulation which seemed to make a lot of sense? 

Colonel Tuomas. I don’t know. I have no idea, sir. That hap- 
pened at higher headquarters. 

Senator Munpr. How long after it happened were you apprised 
of the fact that it had happened ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We were not aware of his transfer—vwell, there 
were 2 transfers, 1 from Fourth Army to Sixth Army, and 1 from 
Sixth Army back to First Army. I will have to take each one sep- 
arately. 

Senator Munpr. The question is, When did you learn that he was 
transferred and how did you learn it? 

Colonel THomas. Will you read the last question again, please ? 

(The question was read by the reporter as follows :) 

Senator Munopt. The question is, When did you learn that he was transferred 
and how did you learn it? 

Senator Munpr. I might add to that, Colonel, When was the trans- 
fer made and when did you learn of it? 

Colonel Tromas. The first transfer from Fourth Army to Sixth 
Army was brought to our attention—— 

Senator Munor. Let’s go from First Army to Fourth Army and 
get it chronologically. 
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Colonel Tuomas. Peress came on active duty on January 1 in New 
York City, and we knew on January 5 when we received the file— 
we knew on January 14 when we had that buck slip to the Intelligence 
Branch that he was on duty at Brooke General Hospital in Texas. 

Senator Munpr. The Fourth Army? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Alll right. Proceed. When did he transfer from 
Fourth Army ? 

Colonel Tuomas. All right. The next transfer was from Fourth 
Army to Sixth Army, and it was on March 9, our first indication of 
knowledge of it, when our letter to Fourth Army dated February 5 
was returned by Fourth Army indicating that Peress had been ordered 
to Camp Stoneman. 

Senator Munpr. Have you subsequently learned when he was 
actually transferred? You learned about it on the 9th of March. 
Have you subsequently learned when he was actually transferred ? 

Colonel Tuomas. I have heard it in the last few days, but I don’t 
recall the date. I believe—no, I would rather not. I don’t know 
exactly. 

Senator Munpr. It was prior to March 9. 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

‘ Senator Munpr. When was he transferred from Sixth back to 
irst ? 

Colonel Tuomas. We first learned about it on May 14, when the 
file which we had sent out to Sixth Army came back through G-2, 
Department of the Army, indicating that he was back in our own 
Army area. 

Senator Munpr. Have you subsequently learned what date he ac- 
tually was transferred from Sixth Army to First? 

Colonel Tomas. I have not of my own knowledge; no. 

Senator Munpvr. Do we know those facts, Mr. Kennedy? I am 
trying to establish if we now know the date the transfer occurred. 
Mr. Kennepy. You mean as far as arriving at Camp Stoneman? 

Senator Munor. This leads up to my next question. I have to ask 
the counsel because the colonel did not know the answer. Have we 
been able to establish, Mr. Kennedy, who was responsible for moving 
Peress these two times in violation of the Army regulations, or why 
he was moved in violation of the regulations? 

Mr. Kennepy. Evidently the Army regulations, as I understand 
it, never caught up to him until May 14. He had been moving all 
around out on the west coast. The first communication went out to 
the Fourth Army, to Fort Sam Houston, and they wrote back er- 
roneously that Peress had never been stationed there. Then they 
sent out to the Sixth Army to try to find him out there, since they 
had received information that he was there. By that time he had 
moved again. They kept about a month behind. He finally arrived 
at Camp Kilmer around March 13 or 14, and it didn’t catch up with 
him at Camp Kilmer until a month later, and then that regulation 
that he ened not be moved went into effect. 


Senator Munor. It was an overall Army regulation, not written 
just for Peress. It applied to all cases. 
Colonel Txomas. It applied to all cases. 
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Senator Munpr. Whose responsibility was it, Colonel, to get this 
flag case that you knew about brought to the attention of the people 
in the Fourth Army ? 

Colonel Tuomas. It was ours, yes, sir, and we did it, on February 5. 

Senator Munpr. You sent it out on February 5? 

Colonel Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Did you get any acknowledgment or receipt that 
they got it? 

Co onel Tuomas. We got it back from them eventually, yes, stating 
that he wasn’t there. 

Senator Munpr. The Fourth Army got this before they transferred 
him? Do we know that? 

Mr. Kennepy. They got it after he had been transferred, but then 
they checked, and you can see from the documents that they checked 
their roster and then reported back that he had never been there. He 
had left 5 days before. They didn’t forward it. They sent it all the 
way back to the Department of the Army, and then they started to 
go out to him again in the Sixth Army, and by that time he was on his 
way to Camp Kilmer. 

Senator Munpr. Does this unconscionable confusion apply as far as 
the Sixth Army is concerned ? 

Mr. Kennepy. These documents have all to do with what they did 
out there in California and in Washington, trying to find him. 

Senator Munnpr. I ask the counsel for the Army to be sure that that 
kind of thing does not happen again. 

Mr. Brucker. Yes, Senator Mundt. You will hear about that later 
in the testimony. 

Colonel THomas. Senator Mundt, I might call your attention to the 
fact that there were three other agencies notified at the same time. 
Each one of those agencies was notified that the man was flagged, 
and they are the agencies that moved him. 

Senator Munopr. After they received the notification ? 

Colonel Tuomas. Obviously. 

The Cuartrman. The Chair has a series of documents pertaining to 
his transfer from one place to another before the flagging caught up 
with him, and without objection I will have them entered as exhibits 
in the record at this point, as exhibit No. 21. 

a No. 21 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

re there any other questions? 

Colonel, for the record, for those reading the record, I may state 
at this point that although you had a great deal to do with the Peress 
case, your name was not one among the 28 submitted to the special 
Mundt subcommittee by the Secretary of the Army. It did appear 
later and was submitted later on the chronology which was issued in 
January 1955. But your name did not appear on the original list of 
those having taken an active part in the personnel actions relating te 
Captain Peress. 

ank you. 

Senator Benver. Mr. Chairman, might I ask if it is correct that 
Dr. Peress became a flag case about a month after he entered the 
service ¢ 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 

Senator Benprr. He was a flag case until the time of his release? 

Colonel Tuomas. That is correct. 
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The Cuairman. Thank you very much, Colonel. You are excused. 

Colonel Anders, will you come around, please, sir? 

Colonel, will you be sworn? You do solemnly swear that the evi- 
dence you shall give before this investigating subcommittee shall be 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God? 

Colonel ANperrs. I do, sir. 

The CHarrman. Have a seat. 

You may proceed with the witness, Mr. O’Donnell. 


TESTIMONY OF COL. JAMES D. ANDERS 


Mr. O’Donnext. Colonel, will you state your full name, title, and 
office of assignment ? 

Colonel Anprers. James D. Anders, lieutenant colonel, 033475; 
currently assigned to Headquarters, Security Division, Office of the 
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Intelligence, Department of the Army. 

fe O’Downnis.. That is presently known as the Policy Division 
of G-2? 

Colonel Anpers. I am currently assigned to the Policy Section in 
the Headquarters of the Security Division. 

Mr. O’Donneti. When were you first assigned to the G-2 section of 
the Pentagon, Colonel ? 

Colonel Anpers. I was picked up on the morning report of the 26th 
of December 1951. I reported for duty the 6th of February, and went 
to Strategic Intelligence School starting the 11th of February; re- 
ported back in for duty the middle of March of 1952. 

Mr. O’DonnELL. When were you first assigned to the Disposition 
Section of the Security Division of G-2? 

Colonel Anpers. On the 6th of February. I actually started duty 
there the middle of March 1952. 

Mr. O’Donnexxt. At that time the Disposition Section of the Secu- 
rity Division consisted of four distinct units ? 

Colonel Anpers. Only three at that time. 

Mr. O’Donnext. Three at that time. The Military Unit, the Civil- 
ian Unit, and the Personnel Actions Unit ? 

Colonel Anprrs. Special Actions Unit, 

Mr. O’Donnewu. Special Actions? 

Colonel Anprrs. Right. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. At that time you were assigned as Chief of the 
Special Actions Unit; is that correct? 

Colonel Anprrs. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donnewi. You were later reassigned within the Disposition 
Section as Chief of the Civilian Unit in September 1952? 

Colonel Anpers. Right. 

Mr. O’Donnewi. In May of 1953 you became acting chief of the 
Disposition Section, which controlled the three aforementioned units ; 
is that correct ? 

Colonel Anprrs. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. Later, in July of 1953, you became Chief of that 
Disposition Section ? 

Colonel Anovers. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Will you tell us briefly what the primary function 
of the Disposition Section is, as to the Military Unit? 
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Colonel Anprrs. The primary mission of the Military Unit is the 

reparation of military security cases for disposition. ‘That involves 
both what we call favorable and unfavorable cases. It involves pre- 
paring a G-2 action in closing a case favorably, or preparing a letter 
of allegations and allied papers when we recommend removal from 
the service. 

Mr. O’Donne.t. When a security case in the Military Unit arrives 
from the Disposition Section for evaluation as to ultimate disposition, 
is it a completed case ¢ 

Colonel Anpers. It is supposed to be a completed case. The regula- 
tions require that it be complete enough for us to make an unequivocal 
recommendation of termination in the case. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Either negatively to close the case, or positively to 
proceed toward elimination through whatever channels exist in the 
Army ¢ 

Colonel Anpers. Right. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Prior to your entering Intelligence at the Pen- 
tagon in 1951, I believe it was, were you ever assigned to any intelli- 
gence work in the field while you were in the Army ¢ 

Colonel Anpers. Not as such. For a short time I was an intelli- 
gence and reconnaissance platoon leader during World War II, which 
is related but mostly on the positive intelligence side. And I was an 
acting S—-2 of an organization for just a short period of time. 

Mr. O’Donneu. Colonel, I am going to pass down to you a docu- 
ment which I would like to have you use and follow with me as we 
proceed, which later I think will become an exhibit. 

Will you identify that document or series of documents, photostats 
of which are before you? 

Mr. Brucker. Give the dates on those when you do. 

The Cuarrman. The documents may be marked “Exhibit No. 22.” 

(Exhibit No. 22 may be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Colonel Anprrs. The basic letter in this case originated in Head- 
quarters, First Army, and it is dated 

Mr. O’Donnett. April 28. 

Colonel Anpers. April28. The “8” is illegible. 

Mr. Brucker. What year ? 

Colonel Anpers. 1953. The subject is “Irving Peress,” and it is 
directed through the Surgeon General, Department of the Army, 
through the Assistant Chief of Staff G-2, Department of the Army, 
to the commanding general, Sixth Army. 

Mr. O’Donnett. What does it purport to be, or what is it, rather? 

Colonel Anvers. This is the document which forwarded the report 
of investigation which was completed in April on Captain Peress. 

Mr. O’Donnett. At the First Army ? 

Colonel Anpers. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. And the accompanying papers are the endorse- 
ments showing the various transmittals of the security information, 
is that correct 

Colonel Anvers. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. In May of 1953, at which time you were Acting 
— of the Disposition Section, did this report come to your atten- 
tion 





140 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


Colonel Anpers. It did. In fact, on the 2ist of May I returned 
this over my signature to First Army. I returned it because when the 
case came from the Surgeon General—you remember it was directed 
through the Surgeon General to G-2— the Surgeon General indicated 
that this man was currently assigned to Camp Kilmer. To comply 
with our regulations, which required the recommendation of the com- 
mander concerned, this case was forwarded back to First Army. 

Mr. O’Donne.u. My understanding, going back to the testimony of 
Colonel Thomas, is that at the time this report or file emanated from 
his office, they were under the impression that Peress was stationed 
out at Sixth Army as a result of information they had. 

Colonel Anprrs. That is indicated by this letter being addressed to 
the Commanding General, Sixth Army. 

Mr. O’Donneu. This letter is in consonance with that, and he was 
sending the report to Sixth Army merely through your office, is that 
correct ? 

Colonel Anpers. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. The first endorsement which a — thereon, un- 
der date of 30 April 1953, is directed to Assistant & ief of Staff, G-2, 
Chief of the Security Division, from the office of the Surgeon General 
in Washington, and it relates that Peress was assigned to Camp Kil- 
mer by orders of March 19,1953. Is that the reason you sent it back to 
Camp Kilmer on March 21, because of that notification ? 

Colonel Anpers. On 21 May. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Iam sorry, 21 May. 

Colonel Anprers. Yes. At this point there were two things, actu- 
ally. When the letter originated, it was directed to Sixth Army. 
We had a recommendation from G-2 of First Army to the G-2 of 
Sixth Army saying, “You had better get rid of this man. He looks 
like a security risk.” 

So we in effect had no recommendation to G-2, Department of the 
Army. We didn’t have an installation recommendation or an Army 
recommendation for the disposition of the case. 

Mr. O’Donnett. The reason this was sent back to Camp Kilmer, 
as I understand it, was because the G-2 or the commanding officer at 
Kilmer, where he was presently stationed, had not seen the report and 
did not have a chance to make his own recommendation. 

Colonel ANpers. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Under Army regulations, did you have to send 
it — to Kilmer where it was found that he was stationed at that 
time 

Colonel Anpers. Yes. The regulation required specifically that 
the record contain a peiiihaiadinieds. tenes the inatallation 
commander. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. Can you cite that regulation? 

Colonel ANpERs. cornea 4c (1) 8 220-1. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Which reads as follows: 

Two copies of the completed report of investigation (or fall field FBI investi- 
gation) together with two copies of all supporting evidence will be forwarded 
with recommendations by successive commanders through intelligence channels 
to the commanding general of the major command. 

Is that correct? 

Colonel Anvers. Yes. 





ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 14] 


Mr. O’Donnetu. At the time you returned the file to Kilmer, did 
you review it for evaluation purposes ? 

Colonel Anpers. I should for the record state here that I have no 
personal recollection of this case prior to the middle of November 
1953; that by reviewing the records I have reconstructed what I think 
happened in the case. 

r. O’DonnexL. All right. 

Colonel, do you have any recollection of reviewing the file for eval- 
uation purposes before you forwarded it to Camp Kilmer? 

Colonel Anpers. I do not. 

Mr. O’Donnewi. If you had reviewed the files on May 21 before 
forwarding it to Camp Kilmer, and you ascertained there was a suf- 
ficient amount of information to recommend elimination, would you 
still have forwarded it to Camp Kilmer ? 

Colonel Anvers. I think I would at that time, because the regula- 
tion was very specific on that point. 

I should add that that has since been changed, and that if G-2, De- 
partment of the Army, received information from any source, no 
matter whether there were any recommendations attached to it or 
not, if we had the information that would support removal, we would 
take immediate action to get it into the necessary channels for re- 
moval. That was not the case at that time, unfortunately. 

Mr. O’Donnext. In other words, regardless of your feelings in the 
matter or your evaluation on a national level down here at G-2 in 
Washington, under existing regulations you had to send that back to 
Kilmer so that commanding officer would have an opportunity to make 
recommendations ? 

Colonel Anpers That was our interpretation of the requirements 
of the regulation at that time. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. That has been changed effective when ? 

Colonel Anvers. Effective in June of 1954. 

Mr. O’Donnext. Does a commanding officer of an installation have 
to make recommendations? 

Colonel Anvrrs. They do not. As I said, we don’t need the recom- 
mendations of the commander, of the installation commander, the 
Army commander, or anybody, until, if G-2, Department of the 
Army, receives derogatory information from any source and it is 
sufficiently derogatory to the point where we think it would warrant 
removal, at that time we get it into the necessary channels. Specifi- 
cally, we would forward it to the Adjutant General for appropriate 
board action. 

Mr. O’Donne.u. Then as of May 1953, under the existing regula- 
tions you could have started the processes toward ultimate elimina- 
tion here at the national level ? 

Colonel Anpers. In May 1953, no; not under existing regulations. 

Mr. O’Donne.t. Under today’s regulations? 

Colonel Anvrrs. Under today’s regulations we could have; yes. 

Mr. O’Donnett. That particular report arrived from the Surgeon 
General in your office on May 2, and you forwarded it to Kilmer on 
May 21, which is almost a 3-week period. Can you explain why a 
3-week period had elapsed before it left your office? 

Colonel Anvrrs. At that time, we were operating on about a 30-da 
backlog. When a case came in, it was put at the bottom of the stac 
and it worked up to the top. 
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Mr. O’Donnewy. My understanding is that the Peress case was con- 
sidered as routine. 

Colonel Anpers. It was. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. Any case that came in of this nature would be 
placed at the bottom of the pile, and eventually it would reach the top, 
at which time it would be handled ? 

Colonel Anprrs. Yes. I should make the point here that we didn’t 
get any cases that there wasn’t something wrong with. The Army 
commander was authorized to close the cases in which there was just 
minor derogatory information. All the cases that we got were more 
or less of a serious nature. 

Mr. O’Donne.u. But there was no priority, as such, among cases 
coming in to your office ? 

Colonel Awnvers. The only priority was a determination that the 
cases of persons on active duty would receive priority over cases of 
persons not on active duty. 

Mr. O’Donne ut. The case of a doctor on active duty would not re- 
ceive priority over an enlisted man on active duty ? 

Colonel Anprers. It would not have. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. This eventually was cleared from your office back 
to First Army, and it was re-returned, if I may use that phraseololgy, 
from Camp Kilmer through First Army, again with recommendations 
that Peress be eliminated from the service, is that correct? 

Colonel Anvrers. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donnext. This arrived in your office at what time upon its 
return? It left First Army on July 7. 

Colonel Anvers. It left the Surgeon General on the 15th of July, 
so somewhere between the 15th of July and the 10 of August. Nor- 
mally it doesn’t take long, 2 to 3 days at the most. 

Mr. O’Donnext. It would be approximately the 17th or 18th of 
July that it arrived back in your office? 

Colonel Anpers. I can’t determine that, but as a normal rule that 
is what it would have been. 

Mr. O’Donnet1.. The next step was the initiation of an interroga- 
tory which was in fact prepared and dispatched from the Disposition 
Section on August 10 to First Army for forwarding to Kilmer G-2; 
is that correct ? 

Colonel Anvers. Right. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. Could you tell me why the interrogatory was 
prepared, Colonel ¢ 

Colonel Anpers. At that particular time we had a requirement— 
the best I can determine the origin of the requirement, it came from 
the Army Personnel Board to G—1, to G-2. The request was this: 
That on all persons on active duty whose cases were being sent to 
the Army Personnel Board, those cases be accompanied by a completed 
interrogatory. 

I have been unable to determine just when that went into effect. 
I know it was discontinued right after the first of the year in 1954. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Before we get into that, Colonel, wasn’t there a 
printed regulation which governed the preparation of interrogatories ? 

Colonel Anvers. That is contained in Special Regulation 600-220-1, 
a subparagraph which indicates that that is one of the actions that 
the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Department of the Army, can 
take in connection with processing the case. 
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Mr. O’DonNELL. 600—220-1, section 4c (3) : 


Whenever the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Department of the Army, deems 
it appropriate, he will prepare a written interrogatory which will be delivered 
to the individual. The interrogatory will be drawn up in such a way as to 
obtain from the individual all possible information which may have a bearing 
upon or refute the evidence in the possession of the Department of the Army. 

That regulation is dated December 6, 1950. Is that the written 
regulation to which you refer / 

Colonel Anprers. That is. 

Mr. O’Donneu. This regulation would make it discretionary with 
the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, in Washington; is that correct ! 

Colonel Anvers. Right. 

Mr. O’Donnett. You have stated that over and above this, there 
were verbal instructions existing in the Disposition Section which 
made the preparation of an interrogatory mandatory, and that you 
believe these instructions came from the Personnel Board; is that 
correct ? 

Colonel ANnprrs. I am sure they came from the Personnel Board, 
but I don’t know how or from whom or when. 

Mr. O’Donnett. These instructions supersede an existing printed 
regulation. Were those instructions ever submitted to the Personnel 
Board ? 

Colonel Anpers. So far as I could determine, no. These instruc- 
tions did not supersede. It works something like this. The Army 
Personnel Board was the agency that considered these cases before 
they went out for board action. If they felt that they needed ad- 
ditional information in making their determination as to whether 
or not to require an individual to show cause, we were charged with 
securing that information. Their request for an interrogatory, I 
presume that because of their constant working with these cases they 
found that the interrogatories were quite helpful in making their 
determinations, so they just informally put a sort of blanket request 
for active-duty people to have an interrogatory on them. 

Mr. O’DonneExL. Would you classify these verbal instructions which 
made interrogatories mandatory, as standing operating procedure 
within your unit at this time? 

Colonel Anprrs. They were at that time. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Why wasn’t an interrogatory prepared at First 
Army ? 

Colonel Anpers. An interrogatory involves a certain release of 
classified information, information that has been developed as a result 
of an investigation. The authority to release that information is 
vested in the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, or higher authority. So 
the interrogatory, because it of necessity has to release certain infor- 
mation in connection with the case, could not have been prepared in 
First Army under the existing regulations. 

Senator Munpr. To whom was this interrogatory sent—the indi- 
vidual who was under suspicion / 

Colonel Anpers. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. The release of information is that you include in 
the interrogatory some of the charges, the basis for those charges, and 
ask him for his reaction ? 

Colonel Anvers. Yes, sir. 


60030—55—pt. 2——-7 
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Senator Munpr. That was sent to Peress following the decision 
made ~ somebody for the second time that he be discharged, is that 
correct 

Colonel Anpers. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Why was it necessary, after the decision had twice 
been made to discharge him, to send him an interrogatory ? 

Colonel Anpers. No, sir. The decision to discharge an individual 
rests with what we now know as the Army Review Board. At that 
time it was the Army Personnel Board, acting for the Secretary of 
the Army. So no decision had been made to separate the individual. 
It was only a decision that the individual appeared to be a security 
risk and as such should be separated, but the decision to separate him 
had not been made. 

Senator Munopr. In other words, the report you got back from 
Camp Kilmer was not a recommendation to discharge him; it was 
simply a statement that they considered him a security risk? 

Colonel Awnpers. It was a recommendation that he be discharged, 
but the final authority for discharge rests with the Secretary of the 
Army, so we have got to get the whole case to his action agency before 
the decision to disthares is made. 

Senator Munpr. I understand. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

The Cuarmman. All right, Senator Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. In the case of an officer who has been cleared 
for classified information and it appears that there is substantial de- 
rogatory information against him, can he be suspended immediately ? 

Colonel ANpers. There is no provision for suspending an officer, 
sir. There is provision for revoking his security clearance and put- 
ting him under surveillance, or whatever is necessary ? 

enator Jackson. But he can be suspended insofar as security 
clearance is concerned ? 

Colonel ANpers. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. In the case of a civilian employee of the De- 
partment of the Army—— 

Colonel Anvers. He can be suspended. 

Senator Jackson. He is suspended completely ? 

Colonel ANvers. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Why the distinction? 

_ Colonel Anpvers. I am not in a position to answer that question, 
sir. 

Senator Jackson. I think it is one the committee ought to look 
into in connection with this matter, Mr. Chairman. It seems to me 
from what has been developed here so far, there is so much red 
ta 

The Cuarmman. This may be the reason for that: You do not sus- 
pend an officer. You discharge him. 

Senator Jackson. Not necessarily. An officer can be put in imme- 
diate inactive status. Normally when an officer’s time is up, he is still 
a Reserve officer. He is put in inactive status. 

The Cuamman. That might be construed as a suspension, but I 
never heard of the use of the word “suspending” an Army officer. 

Senator Jacxon. I think you are right about that. What I meant 
to say was, remove him immediately active duty. You use the 
word “suspend” in connection with a civilian. 
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The Cuarmman. The usual action taken is to put them on a non- 
security assignment; is that not correct? “Nonsensitive” is the word 
I should use. 

Colonel Anper. I am sure that is the fact. As far as the other 
policy, that is not within the scope of my particular activities, sir. 

The Cuarmman, All right, Mr. O’Donnell, you may -proceed. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Colonel, this interrogatory was prepared and dis- 
patched August 10 to First Army, or oe wasn’t the in- 
eneeeey prepared and forwarded to Kilmer on May 21 when you 
returned the reports so that the G-2 man at Kilmer could see them? 

Colonel Anpvers. There are two reasons, actually, why it wasn’t. 
The first one was that at that time we did not consider a case com- 
plete until we had the installation commander’s recommendation in 
the case, and no case was considered which was not complete. 

The other reason, it may be the other reason, I am not sure that the 
requirement existed as of May 21. 

Mr. O’DonneLy. What requirement? 

Colonel Anprrs. The requirement for the interrogatories. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Making it mandatory ? 

Colonel Anprrs. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. In any event, the interrogatory was in formal 
preparation in your unit for several weeks under normal conditions? 

olone]l Anvxrs. Right. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. That interrogatory was actually executed on 
August 25 to Irving Peress at Cam Rilmer, is that correct ? 

olonel ANDERS. ‘it was forwarded from Camp Kilmer on the 26th. 
I don’t have a copy of the interrogatory. 

Mr. O’DonneE.L. I would like to pass this photostat down to the 
witness, 

an examining document. ) 

olonel Awnprrs. According to this—for identification, this is 
headed “Interrogatory,” and is dated August 25, 1953; the place, 
Camp Kilmer, NJ : 

The Cuarrman. That is the interrogatory signed by Peress? 

Colonel Anprrs. This purports to be the signature of Captain 
Peress; yes, sir. 

The eccmenen, That may be made an exhibit to the testimony, 
marked “Exhibit No. 23.” 

(Exhibit No. 23 may be found in the files of the subcommittee.) 

nae Munpr. Colonel, are those interrogatories sworn state- 
ments 

Colonel Anpers. Yes, sir. This particular one was sworn to before, 
I think it is, A. I. Barr, first lieutenant, Adjutant General’s Corps, 
Assistant Adjutant General. 

Mr. O’DonneELL, While you have that there, Colonel, on every ques- 
tion other than base questions as to name and identification, did he 
answer any security question or did he invoke the constitutional privi- 
lege on every question on security measures? 

oo Anovers. In all cases, Federal constitutional privilege was 
claimed, 

Mr. O’Donneti. That left your office on August 10, and normally 
the file with report would have arrived in your office around the 17th 
or 18th of July. Can you explain the delay of a 3-weeks period be- 
fore the interrogatory was prepared ? 
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Colonel Anvers. Are you talking about from July 15, the date that 
the Surgeon General forwarded it to G-2, until August 104 

Mr. O’Donnetu. That is right. 

Colonel Anvers. That was not unusual, As I said, we had some 
thirty-odd-day backlog. 

Mr. O’Donne.ti. This would be considered routine, and it was 
handled in routine fashion as the other cases, and because of the 30- 
day backlog it would have been handled in that fashion ¢ 

Colonel Anvers. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donnei. That arrived back in your office as a completed 
interrogatory on September 10; is that correct? 

Colonel Anpers. I am not sure that it arrived in my office on the 
10th. It arrived in G-2 message center. There is a G-2 message 
center stamp on it. 

Mr. O’Donnext. In September. 

Colonel Anprers. Some time between there and October 27 it got to 
my shop. I presume it was very close to the 10th. 

Mr. O’Donnett. On October 27, what happened ? 

Colonel Anpgrs. On the 27th of October, one of my case officers got 
hold of the file and started working on it. 

The Cuarrmman. You have referred to another delay there as ordi- 
nary because of the backlog. This seems to have been delayed from 
the time this interrogatory was received back in your office before 
anybody started working on it again. How do you account for that? 

en Awnpvers. There are 2 or 3 factors which were involved in 
that. 

In late August, there were committee hearings started up in 
First Army. ‘That involved my shop, since I also had the civilian 
unit. 

The Cuarrman. Is that the Fort Monmouth investigation ? 

Colonel Anprrs. Yes, sir. Actually, the first ones were not Fort 
Monmouth. I don’t remember specifically what agency they were. 
I believe it was the New York Quartermaster. There were 1 or 2 
cases, and then Fort Monmouth started. 

During the whole time of the Fort Monmouth hearings, my whole 
unit devoted almost 100 percent of their time to certain phases of 
that. Every time an individual was called before the committee, I was 
required to get the file, if we had a file, and make a short summary 
and furnish that information to the Chief of Staff or the Sec- 
retary of the Army to keep them informed of the case. I frankly 
don’t know how many we made. My officers worked about 160 hours 
overtime during this particular period here. 

The Cuamman. Are we now blaming the Congress and its inves- 
tigative processes for the delay ? 

Colonel Anpers. No. There is something else, too. Along in Au- 
gust, the Chief of my military unit went to Strategic Intelligence 
School, and on the 10th of September the only other officer I had 
in that section got sick and went to the hospital. So actually, I had 
no po there. 

was lent two from another section, but because of these other ac- 
tions I was getting in the civilian program, I had to put them to work 
on it. 

So we went for nearly a month there with no officer in that section. 
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The Cuarrman. Again, it is a combination of circumstances which 
worked to favor Peress. 

Colonel Anpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’DonneELL. Colonel, according to a memorandum submitted 
from your unit to the staff of the subcommittee, the officers in your 
section during the latter part of September and continuing through 
October worked 160 hours overtime as illustrative of the unusual de- 
mands of projects which included requests of this subcommittee be- 
cause of the Fort Monmouth hearings. 

There were six officers in your unit at that time; is that correct ? 

Colonel Anpgrs, Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnexu. Breaking it down, 160 divided by 6 would amount 
to 26.6 hours over a period of more than a month, which would 
be less than an average of 5 hours’ overtime a week. Am I right? 

Colonel Anpers. That is right. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Which would be probably less or not more than 1 
hour a day overtime, is that correct, on the average ! 

Colonel Anpers. Actually, this overtime was confined for the most 
part to four officers. You are counting up at the top. You were fur- 
nished, I presume, the same thing I prepared on it. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. That is right. 

Colonel Anpers. You will find that I say that the unit was com- 
pened of that many people. Subtract the two in the military unit, 

ecause they weren’t there. 

Mr. O’Donnet. Colonel, could you tell me what time your officers 
during this period of time reported for work in the morning? 

Colonel ANpers. Between a quarter to 8 and 8. 

Mr. O’Donnett. And what time would they leave at night ? 

Colonei Anprers. Normally about 6 to 6:30, unless we had some- 
thing that required further action. 

Mr. O’Donneti. What are your hours today ? 

Colonel Anpers. 8:15 to 4:45. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Do you work any overtime at all? 

Colonel Anpvers. I do. 

Mr. O’Donnetit. What is the average amount of overtime worked 
by the officers in your section ? 

Colonel Anprrs. I can speak only for myself. I normally put in 
anywhere from 10 to 15 hours a week overtime. 

Mr. O’Donnetz. Does your unit maintain records on overtime? 

Colonel Anpers. They do. 

Mr. O’Donnetxi. You are in charge of the Disposition section ? 

Colonel Anperrs. I was at that time. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. I am sorry. I apologize. What was the normal 
amount of overtime put in, per man, in your section while you were 
chief of it? 

Colonel Anvers. I cannot answer that. I think records are avail- 
able, though, which could be procured. 

Mr. O’Donnett. I think you have just stated—maybe I am wrong— 
that you were working on an average of 15 hours a week, hetmialby: 
overtime; is that correct ? 

Colonel Anners. No. Your question was now. 

Mr. O’Donneti. Now. What would you have been working 
normally, yourself, during this period of time ? 
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Colonel Anpers. About the same time, actually 10 to 15, sometimes 
20 hours. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. A week ? 

Colonel Anpers, A week. 

Mr. O’Donnett. You have listed here a figure which I assume you 
have taken from the records, of 160 hours for the officers in your 
section. You qualified that a few minutes ago by saying that would 
involve four officers. If you are working an average of 10 or 15 
or 20 hours’ overtime yourself, that wouldn’t leave too much overtime 
for the other officers to work, out of the 160, would it? 

Colonel Anprrs. I frankly am not sure of the specific period. You 
said a month. That 160 eae is during this general period. I 
frankly am not sure what specific period that covers. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Colonel, I would like to read into the record at 
this time the memo you have in front of you, or a part thereof, which 
starts out: 

In September 1953 the Disposition Section was composed as follows: 

Section Headquarters : 1 officer, 1 secretary 
Civilian Unit: 1 officer, 2 civilian analysts, 5 clerk-typists 
Military Unit : 2 officers, 1 clerk-typist 


Special Actions Unit: 2 officers, 1 clerk-typist 
RECAP-K Unit: 1 officer, 3 enlisted men 


During the latter part of September and continuing through October the 
section was required to prepare extensive data relative to the subcommittee 
hearings at Fort Monmouth, N. J., and other Army installations. Much of 
the work potential of the military and special actions units was diverted to 
this project in order to meet the suspense dates imposed by the requesting 
agencies. The 160 hours overtime worked by the officers of the disposition 
section during this period is illustrative of the unusual demands of this project. 

That was prepared by you, or was it not prepared by you? 

Colonel Anpers. I submitted it. It was not physically prepared 


by me. 

Mr. O’Donne. But this is the basic data that you submitted before 
it was finally drafted ? 

Colonel Anvers, That is right. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. And it is accurate? 

Colonel Anpers. So far as I know, it is accurate, It is taken from 
the records that were available. 

Mr. O’Donnewu. During this period of time, the officers would have 
been working no more than an average of an hour a day overtime at 
the most, is that correct ? 

Colonel Anpers. No. The RECAP-K people, we will exclude this 
one officer here in the RECAP-K unit, because he was not directly 
involved in this. He was over in another building. He had prob- 
lems of his own. ry 

As I pointed out, both of the officers who were in the military 
unit were absent during a portion of this time. I did get 2 addi- 
tional officers, but they were inexperienced to the point where the bulk 
of the overtime actually fell to the 2 officers in the special actions unit 
and the 1 officer in the civilian unit and the officer in section head- 
quarters, who was me. 

Mr. O’Donnewt. The 2 who replaced the 2 that you were tempo- 
rarily without were not compelled to work as much overtime as 
the others? 

Colonel Anpers. That is correct. They were inexperienced in this 
particular type of work. Normally when we worked overtime, we 
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had a requirement for something that could be gotten out in the least 
amount of time. So there were actually four of us who did the bulk 
of this work. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. Because of your backlog of work, did you ask for 
additional help 

Colonel Anpgrs. I did. Sometime in late 1953—I don’t know the 
date specifically. Of course, I discussed these problems and sub- 
mitted weekly backlog reports to branch and on up to division. These 
problems were discussed with the branch chief and the division chief. 

Mr. O’Donnetx. Did you specifically ask for extra help? 

Colonel Anpers. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donnetz. Did you receive it? 

Colonel Anprrs. Not at that particular time. 

Mr. O’Donnett. What was your backlog at this time? 

Colonel Anprers. Around a 60-day backlog. 

Mr. O’Donnew. In other words, you had gone from an average 
30-day backlog when you took over as acting chief of the section in 
May of 1953, to a 60-day backlog in September of 1953 ; is that correct ? 

Colonel Anvrrs. That is correct. ewever; prior to that time we 
did get part of our cases down to almost zero. When I took over as 
chief, the actual backlog in our civilian unit, which I had been chief 
of, was almost down to zero. 

Mr. O’Donnett. Colonel, getting back to another phase of this for 
just a moment, we know that the initial report of completed investi- 
gation which recommended elimination and separation of Peress 
came down from the First Army under date of April 28, returned by 
you May 21. That was returned from Kilmer again with a recom- 
mendation concurring in the elimination, arriving in your unit about 
July. Thereafter, an interrogatory was prepared and went out, and 
the interrogatory came back with the same recommendation, the elim- 
ination of Peress. 

Was there any flagging procedure used, or was there any priority 
placed on the interrogatory that went out so that it could be expedi- 
tiously handled when it returned ? 

Colonel Anprrs. So far as I can determine, there was not. 

Mr. O’Donnety. Again it was handled in a completely routine 
fashion ? 

Colonel Anprrs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. O’Donnett. After its arrival in the message center on Septem- 
ber 10, you have a 47-day delay before it is filed with the Disposition 
Section; is that correct? 

Colonel Anpers. Yes. 

Mr. O’Donne tt. Is that a normal length of time? 

Colonel Anpers. Let me back up. I don’t believe that your state- 
ment was quite correct, Mr. O’Donnell, because you stated that before 
it was filed in the Disposition Section. I presume that the case arrived 
in the Disposition Section sometime shortly after September 10. 

The first actual record of it in the Disposition Section is the 27th 
of October, but it is normal procedure when a case comes in that it is 
received in the message center and within a day or two at the most it 
would be at the action agency. 

Mr. O’Donnett. The fact is that there was no action in this case. 
from September 10 to October 27. 
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Colonel Anpers. That is correct. 

Mr. O’Donnett. On October 29, a summary was started; is that 
correct ? 

Colonel Anpers. The whole case file was referred to the Summary 
Unit for the preparation of a summary of information. That sum- 
mary basically was to be furnished to the individual along with a 
letter of allegations to support the board action when it came up. 

Mr. O’Donnetu. When was that summary completed ? 

Colonel Anpers. On the 6th of November. 

Mr. O’Donnetxt. What action was taken after the summary was 
completed on November 6? 

Colonel Anpers. I don’t have any record of any action being taken 
on the summary between the 6th and the 13th of November, at which 
time G-1 called up and asked for a summary 

Mr. O’Donne.Lt. I would like saetiientiy. to direct the attention 
of the subcommittee to the fact that this first completed investigation 
which left First Army April 28 is now in the process of having a sum- 
mary completed November 6 in G-2 in Washington, and Peress had 
been promoted on November 2, 4 days prior thereto. 

The Cuarman. At this point, I think I might again mention aon 
the record that Colonel Anders’ name was not on the list of 28 on 
inally submitted by the Secretary of the Army as those responsib 
for the handling of the Peress case, but you were interviewed by the 
Inspector General, were you not, Colonel ? 

olonel Anpxrs. I was. 

The Cuarrman. This committee has been in session now for more 
than 5 hours today. We have a vote coming up probably any minute 
now on the floor of the Senate. The committee will recess—— 

Senator Munpr. May I ask one question. You said you were inter- 
viewed by the Inspector General. Were you interviewed prior to the 
time this list of 28 was submitted to us? 

Colonel Anpexs. That I cannot answer, sir. I don’t remember the 
specific date I was interviewed. 

Senator Munpr. I received from the Department the list of 28 on 
May 26. Were you interviewed prior to May 26? 

Colonel Anpers. I am sure that I was, sir. However, I would have 
to refresh my memory on that. I am reasonably sure that I was. 

Mr. Brucker. Mr. Chairman, may I ask you one thing. You asked 
Major Van Sickle to stay over enti today. May he now be excused, 
or do you want him still? 

The Cuamman. I understand the staff has already advised him that 
he may be excused. 

Mr. Brucker. Thank you very much. 

Colonel THomas. Will you ask about my case, please? 

Mr. Brucker. Yes; I will ask. 

Is it all right for Colonel Thomas to be excused ? 

The Cuatrman. Colonel Thomas and what others? 

Mr. Brucker. Major Prettyman. 

The Cuarrman. All witnesses heard today we do not need further. 
All of those who have been interrogated up to now may be excused 
from further attendance unless again su eciindpaneent Colonel 


Anders, who will be back in the morning at 10 o’clock. 
The committee will ie in recess until 10 o’clock temorrow. 
(Whereu — at 5 p. m., the committee recessed until 10 a. m., 


Thursday, March 17 , 1955.) 





APPENDIX 


Exuisit No. 


Unirep States GOVERNMENT, 
4 March 1955. 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
To: General C. C. Fenn. 
From : Lt. Colonel John F. T. Murray. 
Subject: Request for information. 


Pursuant to the request of Mr. O’Donnell or Mr. Kennedy to Major Ivan on 
2 March 1955 the following information is hereby furnished : 

1. Concerning the 5 cases at First Army that were handled differently than 
the Peress case: 


Dee. — | Dee. a 
Officer Type of Discharge 
waseuee ae eas ae Exencted 


1950 | 22 Oct 1952 | Honorable. 
1952 | 27 Oct 1952 | Honorable. 
1950 | 4Nov 1952 | Honorable Discharge as Officer. Undesirable Discharge 
from Enlisted Status. 
1950 | 4 Nov 1952 Honorable Discharge as Officer. Undesirable Discharge 
from Enlisted Status. 
1950 | 10Oct 1952 | Honorable Discharge as Officer. Undesirable Discharge 
from Enlisted Status, 


2. Major Van Sickle was interrogated by an officer of The Inspector General’s 
Department on or about 26 March 1954 in connection with an investigation con- 
ducted by The Inspector General of the First Army. This investigation was 
conducted to determine under what conditions a request recommending reappoint- 
ment to a higher grade of Peress was forwarded to The Adjutant General from 
First Army. This investigation embraced the handling of Peress’ request for 
reappointment and was initiated by the Chief of Staff, First Army, upon recom- 
mendation of The Surgeon, First Army. 

8. Attached hereto is a photostatic copy of the actual control card in Major 
Van Sickle’s office. 

4. Information concerning the dates during which there was a requirement 
for Board approval for initial appointments in the grade of major or higher, and 
information concerning the inclosures and facts surrounding the 10 October letter 
is being obtained and will be forwarded at a later date. 


JoHN F. T. Murray, 
Lt. Colonel, G8, 
Military Aide to the Secretary of the Army. 


Exutsir No. 9 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SURGEON GENERAL, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
1. Pursuant to Section II, Office Order No. 46, dated 22 August 1951, a Board 
of Officers was convened on 9 March 53, to consider the request of Capt. Irving 
Peress, 01893643, DC, for deferment from overseas assignment. 
2. The Board consisted of : 
Colonel O. Elliott Ursin, MC, Chairman 
Colonel James Q. Simmons, MC 
Colonel George L. Caldwell, VC 
Colonel Charles W. Farber, DC 
Lt. Colonel John K. Wallace II, MC 
Lt. Colonel Clarence V. Frey, MSC 
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Lt. Colonel Inez Haynes, ANC 
Major Joseph D. Dowless, Jr., MSC 
Major William O. Prettyman, Jr., MSC, Recorder 
8. Recommendation : 
The Board recommended approval of subject officer’s request. 


4. Comment: 
W. O. PrerryMan, Jr., 


Major, MSO, 
Recorder. 


SG Form Letter 141 
(revised 16 Oct 52) 
Exursir No. 10 
27 Fesruary 19538. 

Peress, Irving, O-1893643 
Capt. DC 
61-39 79th Street 
Middle Village, 79, New York 


Subject : Reassignment. 
To: The Adjutant General, Washington, 25, D. C. 

In reference to my orders to report to Ft. Lewis for shipment to Yokohama, 
Japan, I request a cancellation of my overseas orders, and a consideration for 
reassignment in the United States. I am enclosing letters from two psychiatrists 
to substantiate this request, and to indicate the humanitarian reasons for grant- 
ing this request. 

I had previously directed this request to the Commanding Officer at the Person- 
nel Center, Ft. Lewis, Washington, and was advised to make this request at the 
Adjutant General’s office. The Red Cross was employed to secure a verification 
of the need for an emergency leave. This was accomplished, and the emergency 
leave was granted. I am leaving for home immediately, and will be there for the 
duration of my leave. May I request that you give this application your urgent 
attention, so that I may know your reply while I am home on leave. 

I am enclosing copies of my correspondence with Ft. Lewis, and the letter 
from the Red Cross, and copies of my emergency leave, and three (3) additional 


copies of this letter. 
IRVING PERESS, 


Captain, DC. 

10 inclosures. 

. True copy of overseas orders. 

. Letter from Dr. Max Gruenthal. 

. Letter from Dr. Edward M. Bernecker. 

. True copy of SO for emergency leave. 

. Verified copy of Red Cross letter. 

. Original of request to Ft. Lewis for reassignment. 

. Reply from Ft. Lewis. 

. Three copies of this letter. 


Exursit No. 11 
25 WesT 8ist SrTreer, 
New York 24, N. Y., January 24, 1958. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Mrs, Elaine Peress was under my care in the Fall of 1950. She was then suffer- 
ing from a severe anxiety neurosis. At the same time she also brought to my 
attention the fact that her little girl Jill was greatly disturbed emotionally. 
Psychotherapy helped Mrs. Peress to some extent and made it easier for her to 
handle the child. 

She came to see me again in a state of panic on January 19, 1953. The child 
had just been accepted for psychiatric treatment at a clinic. The child’s be- 
havioral problems had become a great deal worse since the father was calied 
into the Army. Mrs. Peress suffered a relapse as she felt unable to handle the 
children, and particularly the younger one, without the assistance of her husband, 

I do not believe that psychiatric treatment of Mrs. P. will in itself be sufficient 
to prevent the family situation from disintegrating. The stabilizing influence of 
— is of utmost necessity in maintaining the equilibrium of the family 
un 

Max GRUENTHAL, M. D., 
Qualified Psychiatrist, Dipl. Amer. Board of Psychiatry and Neurology. 
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Exureit No. 12 


New York UNIVERSITY-BELLEVUE MEDICAL CENTER, 
or New YorK UNIVERSITY, 
UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL, 
New York 3, N. Y., February 17, 1958. 


Re Jill Peress, 6139 79th Street, Middle Village, N. Y. 


To Whom It May Concern: 

Jill Peress, 4% years of age, is currently being treated at our Child Guidance 
Clinic for character behavior disorder which we feel is closely related to her 
mother’s emotional difficulties. Arrangements are being made for the treatment 
of Mrs. Peress in group therapy. 

The absence of the father from the family group has put additional strain on 
both the child and the mother. We feel that his presence in the home would 
be of great help to both mother and child. 

Very truly yours, 
Epwarp M. BerNEecKeEr, M. D., 


Administrator. 
RL: gg 
Dictated by : Rosa Lenz, M. D., Examining Physician. 
Exuisir No. 15 

DIsPosiITION F'oRM 

AHFKB-TR 
AG RF 
Application for direct appointment in ORC, G2TR, 1 Dec 52. Major Stam- 
baugh/dt/7242 


Request Peress, Irving, 61-39 79th Street, Middle Village 79, New York, furnish 
this office with three (3) additional copies of DD Form 398 and one (1) copy 
of Fingerprint Card in order that an investigation may be conducted. 

/8/ Wrxarp B. STAMBAUGH, 


Maj. G8, 
for WENDELL G. JOHNSON, 
Colonel, GS, Assistant Chief of Staff, G2. 
1 Incls: 
DD Form 398 
AHFAG-RF (PR) 201-—Peress, Irving. Application for direct Apt in ORC 
To: G2 TR 
From: AG-RF 
Date 5 Jan 52. Comment No. 2 
Capt Kirkland /hs/23157 
Complied with. 
Mitton R. Bim, 
Col., AGO, Asst. AG. 
3 Incls: 
1. DD Form 398 (Quad) 
2. DD Forms 98 & 98a 
8. Fingerprint Card 


Exursir No. 16 


5 Fes. 1953. 
AHFKB-CI Peress, Irving, Capt., DC O-1893643 
Inv Br, 108th G2 
Capt Phelan/abc/ 22132 


1. It is requested that a complaint type investigation be initiated on Subject 
for the following reasons: 
on 7 claimed “Federal Constitutional Privilege” in executing his DD 

‘orm 98. 

b. Subject, claimed “Federal Coustitutional Privilege” in executing items 15 
and 16 of DD Form 398. 
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2. Subject was ordered to active duty, 7 Jan 1953, per paragraph 7, SO 221, 
Headquarters First Army, dated 10 November 1952. This office has been 
notified that he is presently attending the Medical Field Service School at 
Brooke Army Medical Center, Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 

RonALD F. THOMAS, 
Lt. Colonel, GS, 
Chief, Counter Intelligence Division. 
8 Incls: 
1—DD Form 398 (trip) 
2—DD Form 98 & 98a 
3-Fingerprint Card 


Exursit No. 17 


AHFKB-CI Peress, Irving, Capt. DC O-1898643 
To (In Turn): 
1. Med Sec-Information, Attn: Capt VanSickle. 
2. AG-RF-File, Attn : Capt Kirkland. 
From : G2 
Date: 5 Feb. 1953 Comment No. 1 
Capt. Phelan/abc/22132 
1. A complaint type investigation is being initiated on Subject, because he 
claimed “Federal Constitutional Privilege” in executing DD Form 98 and items 
15 & 16 on DD Form 398. 
2. For your information. 
/s/ C. F. MaxWELt, 
Capt. Inf. 
for RONALD F. THOMAS, 
Lt. Colonel, ¢#8, 
Chief, Counter Intelligence Division. 


AHFMS-PP 201 Peress, Irving, Capt. DC O-1893643 
To: AG RF. 
From: Med. Sec. 
Date: 6 Feb 53 Comment No, 2 
Capt Van Sickle/gi/6286 
1. Capt. Irving Peress was ordered into the active military service per par. 
7, SO 221 this hqs, dtd 10 Nov 52 for the purpose of attending Class #15, Assv- 
ciate Med Sve Co Officers’ Course 8-0-2, Student Detachment, Medical Field 
Service School, Brooke-Army Medical Center, Ft Sam Houston, Texas, to report 
not later than 7 Jan 53. 
2. Recommend information contained in par 1 above be passed to G2 Section. 
G. H. Hacer, 
Lt. Colonel, MSC, 
Ch, AMEDS Pers Div. 


AHFAG-RF (PR) 201 Subject: Peress, Irving, Capt, DC O-1893643 
To: G2. 

From: AG-RF. 

Date: 11 Feb 53 Comment No. 3. 

Capt Kirkland/hs/23157. 


Attention is invited to the fact that this officer was appointed under the old 
SR 140-105-9 which did not require that he submit the loyalty forms prior tu 
appointment. He was, therefore, appointed by this division and ordered to duty 
by the Medical Section as indicated in CN 2 above. 

/8/ XK. 
for Minton R, Brum, 
Col, AGC, 
Asst. AG. 
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Exurerr No. 18 


HEADQUARTERS First ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDING GENERAL, 
Governors Island, New York 4, N. Y., 80 June 1954. 
AHFJA 201 Thomas, Ronald F. 
Lt Col, 0256720 
Subject: Administrative Admonition. 
To: Lieutenant Colonel Ronald F. Thomas, 0256720, U. 8S. Army. 

1. Investigation has disclosed that during the period 1 December 1952 to 5 
February 1953, while you were Chief, Security Division, G—2 Section, this Head- 
quarters, unjustifiable delay occurred in your division respecting initiation of 
a complaint type investigation concerning then Captain Irving Peress, DC 
01893643. Subsequently, from 15 June 1953 to 7 July 1953, similar delay oc- 
eurred in your division in the handling of correspondence inclosing the afore- 
mentioned investigation. 

2. You are hereby admonished for your negligent failure to exercise the atten- 
tion to duties which the interests of the Government required under such cir- 
cumstances. 

8. This administrative admonition is intended as a purely corrective measure 
to improve your efficiency and to prevent future recurrences of this nature. 

W. A. BURRESS, 
Lieutenant General, U. 8. Army, 
Commanding. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL, 
Washington 25, D. C., 22 July 1954. 

AGPO-DC 201 Thomas, Ronald F. 
0256720 (30 Jun 54) 
Subject : Administrative Admonition. 
To: Commander-in-Chief, United States Army, Europe, APO 408, % Postmaster, 

New York, N. Y. 


In compliance with request of the Commanding General, First Army, it is 
requested that the inclosed administrative admonition be forwarded to Lt. Col. 
Ronald F. Thomas, 0256720, U. S. Army, Europe, 7880th MI Det, APO 757, 
Y PM, New York, N. Y., through his present Commanding Officer. 

By order of the Secretary of the Army: 

JoHN A. KLEIN, 
Major General, USA, 
The Adjutant General. 
1 Ind 
Administrative Admonition 
Lt. Col. Ronald F. Thomas 


(ist Ind) 
6 Aue. 1954. 
AG 201—Thomas, Ronald F. (0) 
0256720 (22 Jul 54) AGP-M-1 
Subject : Administrative Admonition. 
Headquarters, United States Army, Europe, APO 403, U. S. Army 
To: Commanding General, Seventh Army, APO 46, U. 8. Army 


1. For appropriate action. 
2. Officer is presently assigned to your headquarters. 
By command of General Hoge: 
Roy ©. ULMrr, 
Colonel, AGC, 
Asst. Adj. Gen. 
1Inel: 


n/c 
Tp: Heid Mil 8472 
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(2d Ind) 


AG 201—Thomas, Ronald B. (0) 
0256720 (22 Jul 54) ASEAG PU 
Headquarters Seventh Army, APO 46, U. 8. Army 
To: Assistant Chief of Staff G2, Headquarters Seventh Army, APO 46, U. 8S. 
Army 
For necessary action. 
By command of Lieutenant General McAuliffe : 


. ’ 
Col., AGC, 
Adjutant General. 
1 Incl: 
n/e 
Tel: Seventh Army 8007 


(3d Ind) 
23 Ava. 1954. 
AG 201—Thomas, Ronald F. (O) 
0256720 (22 Jul 54) AGP-M-1 
Subject : Administrative Admonition. 
Headquarters Seventh Army, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, APO 46, 
U.S. Army 
Thru: Channels 
To: Lieutenant General W. A. Burress, Commanding General, First Army, New 
York 4, N. Y. 

1. Receipt of your letter of Administrative Admonishment, dated 30 June 1954, 
is hereby acknowledged. 

2. It is not by desire, or intention to question your action in this matter 
because I believe I understand fully the necessity for your writing this letter; 
however, I feel it my duty to invite your attention to one serious error in the 
letter of admonishment. 

3. In paragraph one, basic letter, it is stated that I was Chief, Security Divi- 
sion, G2 Section, First Army, “during the period 1 December 1952 to 5 February 
1953,” while as a matter of fact, I took over this assignment on 27 January 1953, 
having been transferred from the New England Subarea in Boston, where I had 
no prior knowledge of the Peress case. 

4. Furthermore, my predecessor, Major Arthur Freeman, gave me less than a 
thirty (30) minute briefing on this new assignment on 27 January 1953, then 
left me in complete charge of this Division. The Peress case was not men- 
tioned to me by Major Freeman during this thirty (30) minute briefing. Con- 
sidering that the Security Division (then known as Counterintelligence Divi- 
sion) had a backlog of some eleven thousand (11,000) cases pending when I 
took command, the total time of sixty-five (65) days required to process this 
case should not be considered unusual. 

5. In all sincerity, I accept your admonishment and I will make every effort 
to prevent a similar situation here at Seventh Army, where I hold the same 
position I held in your command. 

6. In the event basic communication has been made a part of my official 201 
File, request that this indorsement be included as a part thereof. 

Rona.p F, THOMAS, 
Lt. Col., G8, 
Chief, CI Division. 
1 Incl 
n/e 
Telephone : Seventh Army 8237. 
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HEADQUARTERS First ARMY, 
Governors Island, New York 4, N. Y., 26 Oct. 1954. 


AHFAG-MP 201 Thomas, Ronald F. 

Subject : Disposition of Correspondence. 

Thru: Commanding General, Seventh Army, APO 46, c/o Postmaster, San 
Francisco, California 

To: Lieutenant Colonel Ronald F. Thomas, 0256720, USA, G2 Section, Head- 
quarters Seventh Army 


1. Reference letter, this headquarters, subject: Administrative Admonition, 
dated 30 June 1954 and your third indorsement thereto dated 23 August 1954. 

2. You are advised that the complete correspondence in this case has been 
placed in the informational 201 files of this headquarters and will after one (1) 
year be destroyed in accordance with present directives governing the records 
management program. 

For the Commanding General: 

F. A. PALMER, 
Major, AGC, 
Asst. AG. 


Pxurerr No. 19 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFice or THE ADJUTANT GENERAL, 
Washington 25, D. C., 12 May 1954. 


AGPO-SC 3383.5 
Subject: Report of Investigation. 
To: Commanding General, First Army. 

1. Subject report of investigation was approved by the Chief of Staff on 27 
April 1954. A copy of the report, less exhibits, is attached for your information 
and return to The Inspector General, Washington 25, D. C., when it has served 
its purpose. 

2. It is realized that certain corrective action has been taken with respect to 
procedures cited in the report. However, it is desired that this action be re- 
viewed in relation to the actions recommended in par 90f (1) of subject report 
and that a report as to the adequacy of such action taken in regard to par 90f 
(2) of the report be forwarded to this office. 

8. In regard to the above-mentioned recommendation, your attention is invited 
to General Ridgway’s letter of 8 April 1954 concerning the need for prompt 
and accurate administrative actions. 

4. The report of investigation indicates that the following undue administra- 
tive delays concerning this case occurred in your headquarters and in Head- 
quarters, Camp Kilmer, N. J. 

a. Delay in initiating complaint-type investigation of Peress from 1 December 
1952 until 5 February 1953. 

b. Delay in forwarding to The Adjutant General papers pertaining to Peress’ 
initial appointment until 16 September 1953. 

c. Delay in handling correspondence inclosing the complaint-type investigation 
of Peress. 

(1) At Headquarters, Camp Kilmer from on or about 25 May 1953 until 15 
June 1953 in preparation of 4th indorsement. 

(2) At Headquarters, First Army from on or about 15 June 1953 until 7 July 
1953 in preparation of 5th indorsement. 

5. It is desired that appropriate action be taken against the individuals re- 
sponsible for the undue delays in processing this case and in handling corres- 
pondence relative thereto and that positive corrective action be taken to prevent 
similar occurrences in the future. ° 


By order of the Secretary of the Army: 
Joun A. KLEIN, 


Major General, USA, 
Acting The Adjutant General. 
1 Incl 
Cy No. 5, R/Inv, 16 Apr 54 
A true copy. 
Byron W. ScHwarrz, 
Col, IG. 
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No. 20 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


Unitep StTatTes GOVERNMENT, 
11 March 1955. 


333/201 Peress, Irving 11 Mar55 F/W 11 Jan 55. 
To: Brig. Gen. C. C. Fenn. 

From: Lt. Col. John F. T. Murray. 

Subject : Questions Posed by Mr. O’Donnell. 


1. On March 9 Mr. O’Donnell requested answers to the following questions: 

a. When did the Peress Interrogatory arrive back in G2? 

b. Who was in charge of the Summary from 29 October to 7 November? 

ce. Is the Form 390 mentioned in the Investigative Report? 

d. What are the responsibilities of the G2 in the field on keeping Com- 
manding Officer advised? What regulations, if any, control the Commanding 
Officer in the field as to requesting briefings from his G2? 

. The answers to the above questions have been furnished by Lt. Col. Anders 
are as follows: 

a. The interrogatory was received in G2 Message Center on 10 September 
1953. No date can be determined on which the interrogatory was actually 
received in Disposition Section since, at that time correspondence was not 
stamped with a time stamp in Disposition Section. 

b. Mrs. Catherine Griffith, as chief of the summary unit at that time. 
Mrs. Alma Shepherd prepared the Peress summary. 

ec. No. 

d. One of the basic concepts in the functioning of a staff officer is that he 
keeps his Commanding Officer advised at all times of matters which are of 
command interest (See Incl 1). There is no specific regulation which 
covers the Commanding Officer requesting briefings from his staff. This is 
normally taken care of through staff conferences or personal visits to staff 
agencies by commanders at which time they indicate specific requirements 
for their staff agencies. 

3. Your attention is invited to the classification of the inclosure which is not 
a security classification but nevertheless should not be permitted to get into the 
hands of unauthorized persons. 

JOHN F. T. Mugray, 
Lt. Colonel, GS, 
Military Assistant to the Secretary of the Army. 

1 Incl 

Staff Functioning 


x 








